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ABSTRACT 

 

 

 

In order to prepare students to read for academic success and informed civic 

participation, teachers must give students practice in reading for argument in both born 

digital, printed texts, often digitized to be accessed on digital devices. However, 

instruction in school remains focused on texts that are not born digital, not least as 

academic assessments privilege reading for, and writing, argument in conventional, linear 

forms that do not involve born digital features.  The purpose of this study was to examine 

the impact of an intervention designed to improve the reading and writing of argument of 

high school seniors at a neighborhood urban public school through focused attention to 

born digital texts. Through analysis of student performance in formal assessments, and 

open coding of class activities and stimulated recall interviews, the following research 

questions were explored:  

 1. To what extent does a curriculum focused on the writing of academic 

 arguments supplemented by a focus on born digital texts affect students’ writing

 performance on a college placement test? 
 2 To what extent does a curriculum focused on the writing of academic 

 arguments supplemented by a focus on born digital texts affect 

 students’ performance on the reading and writing activities in which they 

 engaged as part of that curriculum? 
 
 Pre and post testing of writing indicated that teaching reading for argument in 

born digital texts benefitted students in a limited fashion. Analysis of classwork and 

stimulated recall interviews using an analytic tool that centers on students' construction of 

readers, texts, contexts, and authors, as well as their deployment of rules of notice offers 

a more nuanced picture of student reading practices and highlights increasingly 

sophisticated critical readings in the classroom exposed to born digital texts. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

I trained as an English teacher, and I have spent most of my career in language 

arts classrooms. While I was passionate about the material I taught, the texts that often 

seemed to most obviously excite my students were media texts like advertisements or 

movies. Media texts were part of most of the curricula I taught, and my students seemed 

to both enjoy them, and respond with a keen critical eye. Despite the apparent value of 

media texts, they were evidently still regarded as a pleasant diversion from, or as a 

supplement to, studies of more weighty and important material. This was exemplified by 

the split in English courses for students over age 16 in Western Australia; university 

preparation classes largely worked on literature while the curriculum for students 

working on vocational qualifications concentrated on media texts. There is, of course, an 

ideologically based tradition of valuing canonical literature, and all curricula are 

developed within time constraints. However, the weighting of media text to literary texts 

interested me and led me into an initial stage of teacher inquiry: does rigorous training in 

literature transfer to working with media texts, or were the students in the university 

preparation classes less prepared than the vocational students for media texts? What value 

does work on media texts have to work on traditional texts?  

Given the ratio of time spent on each type of text, it seemed apparent that the 

value of literacies developed in relation to media texts was not assumed to contribute 

substantially to the literacies needed for conventional texts. 

In pondering questions of how media texts and English teaching interacted, I 

decided to collaborate with the Media Studies teacher in my school to harmonize the 
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English and Media Studies curricula for students in lower secondary school. We 

wondered if we might work to achieve mutual benefit; might, for example, teaching a 

unit on drama in English yield better script writing and story development in Media 

Studies, and might reflecting on the depiction of character in Media Studies help students 

to analyze texts in English? In my conversations with students, and in their work, it was 

apparent that we had not prepared students to transfer learning between subject areas. I 

was perplexed by this disconnect, but did not have a sense of how to even formulate 

questions on how different subject areas could be made complementary. I was, 

eventually, resigned to thinking that these were different groups of students who had 

different attitudes to different material; in effect I worked on the assumption that English 

was an academic subject and that Media Studies was a more technical field. My 

assumptions were also reflected in the way I saw myself in the role of bridge between the 

two areas.  I brought an intellectual rigor and theoretical background to the media studies 

course, but had so much to learn in terms of practical skills with cameras and computers 

that I abdicated responsibility in this role. I could spend time learning these functional 

skills, but I would never be able to command them the way my colleague could. I had 

sufficient skills to get by, but not enough to develop and challenge motivated students. 

Very quickly the reach of digital technologies into the school I worked in 

increased, as did the diffusion and importance of digital technologies throughout society. 

I experienced dramatic changes in the ways that I, and my students, engaged with 

technology. From limited or occasional use of the Internet and digital machines, we were 

quite quickly expected to engage with digital technologies on an almost daily basis, if not 

in school, then at home, for working and communicating. But while technology 
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developed and practices of use changed, the curricula I worked with in language arts 

classrooms did not significantly alter. The curricula I worked with still contained discrete 

places for media texts like episodes of TV shows or magazine advertising, and even 

though a diverse range of multi-media texts were becoming part of everyday experience, 

students were not given space to think deeply about the digital textual interactions that 

took up so much of their out of school literacy practices in language arts lessons. 

Although I had different groups of students create blogs, think critically about Internet 

sources during their research, and use PowerPoint to present findings, much of my 

curriculum and instructional approach remained the same. Perhaps this was because the 

high value assessments remained the same; exam reading and writing was on paper, and 

essay coursework was produced using basic word processing software.  

Outside of these institutional constraints, I was able to grapple with media texts in 

different ways when working outside the high school setting for an educational non-profit 

in New York City. Teaching media literacy to diverse groups of participants in schools 

and public libraries, I learned to use a number of different tools for teaching digital and 

media literacies. For example, software developed by Mozilla allowed us to show and 

edit different aspects of webpages. Teaching involved investigating how components of 

webpages interacted by creating remixed versions of webpages. Though stimulated by the 

use of cutting-edge tools, and the opportunity to work with underserved communities, I 

felt a growing sense of dissatisfaction with the model of engagement we pursued. While 

some programming took place over weeks and months with a stable group of participants, 

some short-term interventions meant brief or occasional meetings with participants. I 

wondered about the value of these occasional encounters, and as a result I resolved to 
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return to high school teaching hoping that an institutional context would offer more 

opportunity to fruitfully teach about the impact digital technologies have on the ways we 

think and communicate. I reckoned, however, without the significant obstacles I would 

encounter in schools.  My experiences of these obstacles, though frustrating at the time, 

would guide me to my current interests.   

My partner’s career has contributed to a number of family relocations, but after 

Australia and the United States, I returned for a short while to teach English in a high 

school in the UK. During that time, I attended a whole-school training event where the 

literacy coordinator, a colleague of mine in the English department, presented on how, as 

we were all teachers of literacy, we could improve our students’ literacy skills. The 

audience was unsympathetic. It became clear that other faculty believed literacy to be the 

job of the English department, and, evidently, we were not doing our job well. A science 

teacher lamented that students couldn’t comprehend the textbook or write up 

experiments, and a computing teacher grumbled that no-one used proper punctuation any 

more. The teachers were irked that they were being asked, as they saw it, to do more 

work to compensate for the shortcomings of others. The science teacher evidently saw his 

priorities as the teaching of scientific processes and procedures, and the computing 

teacher defined her role as teaching the use of software applications. They equated 

literacy narrowly with reading and writing and believed that working on this skill-set in 

isolation should transfer to specific, or disciplinary, literacy skills in other subjects. From 

this experience I saw that teachers, already burdened with the demands of their 

professional role and the expectation that their students should achieve disciplinary 
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standards and academic targets, need to see in new initiatives that they do not both add 

more work and distract from efforts being made to fulfill existing professional demands. 

Sometime later, in the United States again, I was involved, through Temple 

University’s Center for Media and Information Literacy, in teaching a media literacy 

course to teachers in an urban high school. The faculty I worked with were again hesitant 

to incorporate something extra, and potentially unnecessary, into classroom practice. 

Beyond that, they were also skeptical that they could add anything to their students 

understanding of the media, or shape their media involvement. I recall one senior faculty 

member’s argument:  

We don’t need to tell them to stop sending naked pictures of themselves. 

They’re all doing it. It won’t even matter to them in the future. It’s just us 

that get concerned about it, they don’t care. (Unnamed Teacher, personal 

communication, April 20, 2016) 

 

From this statement I inferred this teacher was both dismissive of the cultures 

young people develop, and the ways that their subjectivities can be formed and held in 

complex, capital driven, media environments. She also appeared unconvinced of her 

power to intervene meaningfully in a world that was distant from her own experience. 

From these two experiences of faculty development, I was prompted to consider 

carefully the opportunities and the obstacles schools and teachers face when preparing 

students for engagement in an increasingly digital world. It was also made clear to me 

that erroneous assumptions — such as that the influence of digital media on culture is 

predictable, and that technology will free young people from the power of social 

convention —need to be addressed. The young people that I have worked with are 

growing up in societies where media participate forcefully in shaping their subjectivity. I 
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wondered what I should be doing to help young people to critically engage with digital 

media and the cultures they sustain. 

My thoughts on this question came into sharper focus when I joined the PhD 

program in Literacies and Learners and began working with Dr. Michael Smith, my 

supervisor, on a project preparing young people for college entry and completion. Dr. 

Smith had recently acquired new computers for the program, and he sought my advice on 

how to best make use of the devices. Could I help? An apparently simple question has 

vexed me since, and indeed this dissertation is part of my ongoing attempts to find an 

answer. If the curriculum is well designed, if our cooperating teacher is an enthusiastic 

and perceptive participant, and our students enjoy the class and improve their reading and 

writing, could I (or to what effect, could I) help? 

At first I contributed only basic technology assistance to Dr. Smith’s project. 

Then I realized that if I were going to make more substantial changes to the curriculum to 

help my students to learn, I would need strong theoretical base. Approaches offered by 

New Literacies scholarship have been instructive. Later in this paper I discuss how 

Gunther Kress’ (2003) work on the multimodal text and James Gee’s (2001, 2012) 

discussions of Discourses have helped me to consider the ways digital texts circumscribe 

identities for my students. Brian Street’s work has also guided my attempt to develop a 

program for my students in digital and media literacy.  

In Literacy in Theory and Practice (1984), Street developed a powerful critique of 

what he called the autonomous view of literacy (Street, p.1). Viewed as autonomous, 

literacy is seen as a skillset, or a quality that people either do or do not have. Street 

argued for an ideological view of literacy that recognized literacies as multiple and as 
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social practices where power relations are inevitably involved (Street, 2003). In the 

following section I detail how this work has helped me to develop my approach to 

considering the literacy demands made by technology development, and the social 

contexts these developments emerge from and contribute to. 

 

Street’s Autonomous and Ideological Models 

The Autonomous Model  

 In Literacy in Theory and Practice (1984) Brian Street detailed how he came to 

understand perspectives on literacy as autonomous or ideological through his 

ethnographic work in Iran in the 1970s. While living in a mountain village he became 

interested by the ways the diverse literacies he witnessed interacted. He noted that the 

education offered in religious schools was often more readily adapted to economic 

developments than the schooling offered in the state schools. This picture was at odds 

with the way international agencies promoted development initiatives that championed 

Western- style school-based literacy as a value-free means of modernizing society and 

nurturing “abstract context free thought” and “rationality” (Street, 1984, p.2). Street 

argues that literacy is not a “neutral technology” (p.1) that can be separated from the 

social contexts it operates in, and in fact, a belief in literacy as an autonomous entity is 

itself an ideological move.  

Street emphasizes that those with an interest in promoting one form of literacy 

often devalue other literacies; the particular literacy forms chosen to be nurtured in 

Western educational models, for example, are constructed as socially meaningful and 

placed at the top of the order of prestige (Street, 2008). When literacy is seen as an 
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autonomous thing, how much literacy a society, community or individual has, can be 

measured. Assessment assigns literateness to some people, and dismisses others, without 

acknowledging that the criteria for assessment is ideologically determined. The 

ideological nature of literacy is demonstrated in the way the social value of different 

forms of writing are constructed through educational institutions as only a limited number 

of genres are taught and assessed, and other genres of writing are disqualified and 

excluded (Street, 2005).   

In Literacy in Theory and Practice (1984) Street unpacks the ways that 

autonomous literacy is advanced by focusing on two significant claims made by 

proponents: Hildyard and Olson claim that schooling develops “intellectual competence” 

(as cited in Street, 1984, p. 19) that would not otherwise develop, and Goody claims 

literacy is a “technology of the intellect” (as cited in Street, 1984, p. 65) that can be 

harnessed for development. To counter the argument that school develops intellectual 

competency that would otherwise not exist, Street offers a number of examples of 

sophisticated and abstract thought present in communities where oral traditions dominate 

and standardized and institutionalized literacies are little used. Street argues, “to speak a 

language at all is to employ abstraction and logic” (p. 26). In terms of technology, Street 

puts forward that all technology is not neutral or disinterested, and “writing and reading 

are social practices that will vary with context and use” (Street, 2009, p. 21) The forms of 

literacy operating in any given society have to be understood in terms of political and 

ideological contexts they exist in, and contribute to, an argument he expands by 

developing the ideological model of literacy. 
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The Ideological Model 

Street’s work on a model of ideological literacy offers a structure that guides 

analysis of how social contexts give meaning(s) to language. Street contends that as 

people participate in different social institutions, they develop different literacies, and the 

meanings of these literacies are contested and reshaped by different social, cultural and 

political forces (Street, 2008). To illustrate how Street’s model can be used to critique 

literacy work, I will use the example of Roozen’s (2016) description of how writers for 

pharmaceutical companies craft drug information. Roozen explains how writing is a 

social and rhetorical activity: 

The technical writers at a pharmaceutical company draw collaboratively 

upon the ideas of others they work with as they read their colleagues’ 

earlier versions of the information that will appear on the label. They also 

connect themselves with others as they engage with the laws about their 

products written by legislatures and the decisions of lawsuits associated 

with medications that have been settled of may be pending. (Roozen, 

2016, pp.17-18) 

 

Roozen’s description of the writers’ contexts touch on the social, but thinking in 

Street’s terms, it is possible to think more directly about issues of power. The 

pharmaceutical writer is not simply doing the job of writing to inform consumers, but is 

also, through complex and comprehensive instructions and warnings, creating a consumer 

that personally assumes the risk of using the drug. The label, mentioned by Roozen, is 

only part of the literacy involved in drug information; there are adverts, verbal 

interactions with medical staff, drug company websites, unofficial Internet forums, 

warning and instructions packs printed on different types of paper with a range of colored 

letters and designs. What motivates all the ways the drug information is presented? Is the 

pharmaceutical writer writing for their employer, or for the consumer? Drugs exist to 
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treat medical conditions, and make money, but what is the balance between these 

interests, and how is literacy involved? Roozen’s depiction of the writer engaging with 

legal contexts does not suggest the context of the scale of litigation against drug 

companies, or that written warnings are engineered to overwhelm the reader, as much as 

to inform.  

Street’s model guides readers to issues of power and highlights the ways that 

power operates, for example, by questioning the ideological underpinnings of 

deterministic thought, and encouraging engagement with the “socially mediating factors 

that give rise to such technologies” (Street, 2009, p.32). An important way power is 

deployed is in the way audiences are invoked and imagined. Street disputed the 

determinism embedded in autonomous literacy that held that new and more sophisticated 

forms of consciousness were stimulated by new communication technologies. Ong 

(1975), for example, argued that speech was present in time for interlocutors, but the 

writer had to conjure an abstracted notion of audience. Street rejected the “great divide” 

(Street, 1984, p.24) between oral and written traditions which privileged literate culture, 

and in particular he takes issue with Ong’s argument that this led a “homeostatic, 

situational” oral tradition to evolve into an “abstract, analytic, distancing, objective, and 

separative” (Street, 1995, p.153) literate world.  

The perspectives offered by Street are particularly valuable when considering the 

social contexts and power relationships operating in digital cultures, particularly when 

deterministic claims that social progress is inextricably linked to, or synonymous with, 

technological advancement retain currency. To give one example, Lunsford (2016) 

argues that digital writers and audiences co-create one another, and blur boundaries 
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between creator and receiver. Lunsford celebrates the “deeply collaborative and social 

nature of literacy in a digital age” and “greater agency on the part of both writers and 

audiences” (p.21) This sort of characterization of the digital age as one of novelty and 

possibility excludes from its account the role of literacy in developing constraints, not 

only for audiences, but also for people, communities, cultures and societies. Noble (2013) 

urges a more cautious view of the digital age, saying “unbridled expansion of commercial 

control over information and identity deserves attention (…) if the Internet is a tool for 

progress and advancement as has been argued by many media scholars, then, cui bono—

to whose benefit is it?” (p.16- 17).  

Statement of the Research Problem 

The literacy programs undertaken by the United Nations in the 1960s and 1970s 

alerted Brian Street to how literacy could be imposed on communities in ways that 

emphasized the importance of technical skills and did not recognize the significance of 

social contexts. Decades later Street (2009) suggests that new digital communications 

technologies meant a further imposition of autonomous literacy without consideration of 

repercussions: “We now find the same array of distorting lenses are being put on as we 

ask, what are the consequences of the present generation of new technologies?” (p.31).  

Street’s challenge to consider the ideological implications of literacy has guided 

my emerging research interest in digitally mediated literacies. Interactions between 

digital tools, and their contexts, are dynamic and multi-layered. Rather than considering 

whether the digital exists within our intrinsic nature or as an autonomous presence that 

can be imparted or exorcized, I argue, informed by Street’s work, that students need to be 

prepared to negotiate diverse literacy demands in an environment where there is ongoing 
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interaction between on- and offline worlds and where there is no stable division between 

the two. When young people do not conform to assumptions about digital natives 

(Prensky, 2001) they are constructed as being at a deficit, both deliberately, in that there 

are no provisions made to teach them those skills they need to know to participate in 

society, and implicitly, by valuing what they do not know and assuming that this 

knowledge and ability is universally accessible. To give one example, the ability to use 

word processing software is often assumed, and document management may well not be 

explicitly taught, but students who are unfamiliar with computers may resist them 

because of fears of losing work. Those without this basic and crucial technology skill are 

constructed as technologically illiterate, illustrating Street’s (1993) observation that when 

new literacy forms emerge literacy and illiteracy are re-inscribed on people (p.84). The 

challenge, laid out by Street, is to recognize, and negotiate, the ideological character of 

literacy and literacy instruction, and to promote literacy instruction that enables access to 

socially privileged reading and writing genres.  

Literacy instruction guided by an understanding of the ideological nature of 

literacy is already part of the classroom I work in. Our work is guided by Smith and 

Imbrenda’s (2018) insights into how teaching argumentation allows students to access 

and contribute to socially and culturally significant conversations. Argumentation skills, 

Smith and Imbrenda argue, can, and should, be developed in a way that values out-of-

school and community literacies, and prior knowledge, while apprenticing students into 

the academy, a further community of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991). We teach students 

to mine texts in their reading in order to produce verbal and written arguments. A tool 

used to support reading is the readers’ rules of notice (Rabinowitz, 1987; Smith 
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&Wilhelm, 2017), which alerts students to the various methods authors use to construct 

meaning in texts. I want to acknowledge more fully the importance of digital and media 

literacies in the reading and writing instruction we undertake. There are differences 

between born digital texts, texts that are “created and managed in digital form” (Turner 

& Hicks, 2017, p.13) and those that developed to be consumed in a conventional, linear 

pattern read, in English, left to right and top to bottom as digitized or print texts. We 

have, in our classroom, tended to neglect teaching students how to mine texts that born 

digital. I want to find out how my students apply instruction in the rules of notice and 

argument to the mining they do when reading born digital texts, and to what extent this 

work pays off in understanding both born digital and digitized, conventional, linear texts 

and the students’ performance in academic writing.  

The link between reading and writing arguments merits close consideration. How 

students learn to do argumentative writing through talk has been the subject of some 

study (Kamberelis & Scott, 1992; Rex & McEachan, 1999; Nystrand & `Graff, 2001; 

Mercer & Littleton, 2007; VanDerHeide, 2018). Reflecting on theories of social learning, 

such as those proposed by Vygotsky (1978) and Volosinov (1973), VanDerHeide (2018) 

outlines how talk is integral to the development of a community where students can learn 

how to put argumentative moves into practice:  

It may be that as students participate in classroom talk, they internalize the 

ways they participate—the moves that they make—and can then act in 

these same ways on their own, such as in their writing. (p.327) 

 

 Talk is understood to shape the way students think about argumentative writing. 

Mercer and Littleton (2007) write about how teachers model talk “using language to 

reason, to reflect, to enquire, and to explain their reasoning to others” (p.56). Nystrand 
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and Graff (2001) explore the importance of talk in developing a classroom ecology where 

dialogue is privileged and collaboration sought. Cultivating talk amongst students also 

develops ideas about ways of expressing ideas in writing through talk (Kamberelis & 

Scott, 1992).  

 There is also significant work on how effective argumentative writing is 

developed from conversations, which, though distinct from talk, may include talk. 

Teaching students to see arguments as entering into conversations encourages students to 

consider broader conversations that matter in the lives of students, rather than focusing on 

forms and procedures which may remain abstract to students (Sarris, 1993; Graff & 

Birkenstein, 2009; Belcher, 2009).  

While the relationship of talk to argumentative writing has been the subject of 

significant inquiry, I also want to know how my students might read to access new 

perspectives, ideas, and words, to talk with, from and to. While participating in 

conversation is a generative model for approaching writing, I am also interested in how 

my students access the different conversations that make up the world around them. 

These questions motivate my interest in how my students read to write arguments. Given 

the differences between born digital texts and those not born digital, I want to know how 

my students approach texts in different forms, including the born digital, and, as a 

teacher, I want to know more about how, and to what effect, I might teach my students to 

read born digital texts. The research questions that guide this work are:  

 1 To what extent does a curriculum focused on the writing of academic arguments 

 supplemented by a focus on born digital texts affect students’ writing 

 performance on a college placement test? 
 2 To what extent does a curriculum focused on the writing of academic arguments 

 supplemented by a focus on born digital texts affect students’ performance on the 

 reading and writing activities in which they engaged as part of that curriculum? 
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CHAPTER 2 

WHY THIS STUDY?  

Current Work 

I mentioned already that I am participating in a program that was already 

functioning before my involvement. The work of the program to which I now contribute 

is designed to help our students to prosper in the world of college, and beyond, by 

fostering critical thinking skills. Hillocks (2010) argued that sound argumentation is the 

basis of critical thinking, and in our work we seek to give students opportunities to 

develop essential critical thinking skills. Students participating in this program follow a 

curriculum designed to introduce them to the argumentation techniques and approaches 

that are valued in college education, and that are demanded of us in a variety of 

circumstances throughout our lives. Underpinning our approach is the work of Vygotsky 

(1987) who showed that learning is essentially social rather than innate and, given our 

beliefs about the social nature of learning, we also draw on Lave and Wenger’s (1991) 

work on apprenticing students into new communities of practice. In order to prepare our 

students to participate in the world of college, we use Toulmin’s (1958) work on 

everyday argument to help us to develop argumentation prompts designed to habituate 

students to using essential parts of argument in concert with one another. What we call 

the Toulmin prompts allow students opportunities to respond to and develop arguments in 

different situations, and to grow awareness of their own mental approach to problems. 

Alongside the Toulmin prompts, we use essential questions, which are inspired by 

Applebee’s (1996) exhortation to make learning about “things that matter” (p.3). These 
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essential questions guide an inquiry approach that cultivates the ability to address 

problems where more than response can be sustained (Kesson, Smith & Imbrenda, 2019).  

Born Digital Reading 

 Inquiry learning also necessitates that students be given experience of literacy 

work in different contexts in order to develop different forms of procedural knowledge. 

In considering the sorts of procedural knowledge my students need to develop, I have 

been prompted to think carefully about the ways that we involve a range of 

communication technologies. We live within a world where there is no firm distinction 

between digital and non-digital environments (Castells, 1996), and, in light of the New 

London Group’s (1996) observation that technological change initiates new 

“technologies of meaning” (p. 64), developing students’ literacies to enable them to 

participate and succeed in society should, I think, recognize and involve digital contexts.  

In terms of reading, I have noted already that some texts are born digital, and that 

this means that they are developed digitally, consumed digitally, and they involve diverse 

media in the way they make meaning. The RAND Reading Study Group (2002) argued 

that “electronic texts that incorporate hyperlinks and hypermedia (and) require skills and 

abilities beyond those required for the comprehension of conventional, linear print” (p. 

14). In contrast, the conventional, traditional, linear text typically does not involve media 

other than alphabetic text (illustrations may be included but audio, video, pop ups and so 

on are not), and if the conventional linear text is digitized, for example through a PDF of 

an analogue newspaper page, it is a digitized text rather than a born digital text. For 

clarity’s sake I will continue to refer to conventional, linear print or digitized texts and 

contrast those with born digital texts.  When I discuss the digitized texts used in the 



 

 17 

classrooms I work in, those are conventional, linear texts, made available, and consumed 

using digital technologies. The digitized texts used in this study were presented as Google 

Docs and students did not manipulate the texts as part of classroom practice. 

Since the early work by the RAND Reading Study Group (2002) subsequent 

considerations of born digital reading have noted how the skills and abilities required of 

readers evolve with technological change. It has been argued, for example, that Internet 

reading calls for readers to integrate multiple texts to create meaning using strategies not 

employed when dealing with a single print text (Cho, 2014). Online environments which 

provide choice and agency (Zhang & Duke, 2008) call for increased “cognitive 

flexibility” and high levels of “inferential reasoning and self-regulation” (Coiro & 

Dobler, 2007, pp. 41-42).  While these strategies are not unique to online environments, 

they are required to be deployed with greater intensity in the “ill structured” (Coiro & 

Dobler, 2007, p. 42) online world alongside specific digital skills, for example, using key 

words in search terms and judging the credibility of sites by their URL (Zhang & Duke, 

2008). Much of this prior work, however, engages with study subjects who are described 

as both adept readers, and, specifically, adept Internet readers, who are performing tasks 

in controlled settings (Altun, 2000; Cho, 2014; Coiro & Dobler, 2007; Zhang & Duke, 

2008). How different students from different backgrounds and social groups access 

complex texts and negotiate tasks in digital environments has not garnered as much 

attention.  

 An obstacle to finding out how young people, in countries or communities where 

digital diffusion is high, read born digital texts is that they are erroneously, yet popularly, 

regarded as belonging to a generation of digital natives (Prensky, 2001). For digital 
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natives, a facility with technology might be assumed by older adults who are digital 

immigrants (Prensky, 2001). Such assumptions, however, overly generalize 

circumstances and do not account for the diverse ways different individuals and 

communities experience the digital world. Research indicates that students in high 

poverty schools, like Harrison High, have very limited interactions with born digital texts 

(Warschauer & Tate, 2018). The 2016 National Educational Technology Plan (United 

States Department of Education, 2016) reported that students from low-income homes 

were likely to use sophisticated technology only for passive consumption of content, in 

contrast to the creative and critical uses made by wealthier students. A number of studies 

have linked gaps in students’ digital skills to social inequalities based, among other 

things, on race, sex, and socioeconomic status (Leu et al., 2014; Jackson et al., 2008; 

Hargittai & Shaw, 2015). While some have claimed about young people that “all have 

access to networked digital technologies (and) all have the skills to use those 

technologies” (Gasser & Palfrey, 2008, p.1), conflating access with facility is unwise; 

many young people, like my students, have access to digital, networked technologies, but 

the skills to use different technologies for different purposes in different social spaces, are 

not universal. Assumptions that access equates to ability, or that all young people are 

familiar and capable with a range of digital technologies performs doubly disadvantages 

students who do not have access or familiarity. The students I work with come from 

minority backgrounds and attend an urban school in a high poverty area. Their 

experiences with digital technologies, which I investigated in preliminary studies for this 

dissertation, uncovered that though each student owned a smartphone, they had little 

access to desktop or laptop computers for work or study. The majority of students had 
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limited familiarity with full sized keyboards, the applications commonly used for work 

and study, and they were unused to reading born digital texts in their schoolwork 

(Kesson, 2020a; Kesson, 2020b). My students risk being constructed as illiterate and 

doubly marginalized: firstly, by assumptions that they have an automatic affinity for 

digital technologies and digital spaces, and secondly, when they are denied opportunities 

to develop the skills they need to engage meaningfully with digital media. 

Practically limited to addressing one of the challenges I saw facing my students, I 

focused my attention to reading of born digital texts. In order to prepare work on teaching 

students to read born digital texts I decided to consider how reading is understood both 

conventionally in terms of digitized texts, and in terms of the born digital text. In the 

following section I consider some influential scholarly approaches to understanding 

reading. In five sections —text, reader, context, author, and the reader’s rules of notice— 

derived from Rosenblatt (1938/1978) and Rabinowitz (1987) and Rabinowitz and Smith 

(1998), I compare the ways that conventional, linear texts in print or digitized form and 

born digital texts are theorized. I then consider the implications for teaching that emerge 

from these comparisons as I want to find out not only the extent to which my students can 

demonstrate born digital reading skills by completing a unit designed to foster those 

skills, but also if teaching born digital reading skills benefits students when they complete 

assessments based on the reading of conventional linear texts.   

Comparing Conventional, Linear, Reading and Born Digital Reading 

Perhaps the most influential formulation of reading is Rosenblatt’s 

Transactional/Reader Response theory (1938/1978), which frames the reading experience 

as unique to each reader and suggests the text is a blueprint from which readers construct 
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their own meaning. Rosenblatt (1978) also theorized the efferent (fact based) and 

aesthetic (emotional) response to reading, which Hennings (2000) explains, holds that 

efferent reading is important for the knowledge it leads to, and aesthetic reading for what 

it evokes. Rosenblatt’s insights have often guided teachers to teach efferent and aesthetic 

texts as directing different forms of engagement in readers. A further approach to 

teaching reading is offered by Rabinowitz (1987) and Rabinowitz and Smith (1998), who 

suggest that readers can pursue an authorial reading. They argue that writers write with 

the expectation that readers will read in particular ways, and that part of an ethical 

engagement with a text at least provisionally is to read in that fashion. Wilhelm and 

Smith (2017) suggest ways that authorial readings can be developed in the classroom 

through the application of the rules of notice.  

To help my students understand reading, I want to engage with these different 

approaches across a range of informational and literary texts in order to prepare them for 

reading both digital and non-digital texts at college and beyond. While Rosenblatt’s 

influential The Reader, the Text, the Poem (1978) considers the reader first, in light of the 

ways that digital texts function, I think it makes sense to first compare the text, in 

conventional, linear form, either printed or digitized, with born digital texts, before 

moving on to consider reader, context, author and the rules of notice. 

Text 

Texts Not Born Digital 

 In Literature as Exploration (1978) Rosenblatt writes against the New 

Criticism’s focus on the reading process occurring within a cultural vacuum. Rosenblatt 

describes the text as “printed signs in their capacity to serve as symbols” (p.12). 
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Formalist criticism is concerned with the enclosed world of the art work, but, she argues, 

different texts make different demands of the reader, and lead to different interactions. 

Readers use an efferent approach when reading for information that they will need to 

retain after the text, for example by reading from a manual, and then returning their 

attention to an object being assembled. Aesthetic reading is concerned with the time of 

the reading event and emotional experiences, demonstrated, for example, by the way 

readers read novels.  

What readers do with a text depends on the way a text is identified. What 

differentiates a scientific text, from a literary text is the way the reader approaches the 

work. This does not mean that a scientific text cannot be literary, or that literary work 

cannot express scientific ideas, but, for the most part, the ways that readers approach 

different text types will effect different textual events, bringing either into being a lab 

report or poem. Beyond mentally assigning texts to efferent or aesthetic categories, 

readers also seek to allocate texts to genres, and read texts within genres differently 

(Duke & Roberts, 2010). If, as Rabinowitz and Smith (1999) put it, what readers do with 

a text, is in large part based on how we categorize it, how does this function in digital 

environments? 

Texts Born Digital 

I have already noted how different devices and different platforms change the way 

a text is presented, but the changes texts undergo in their transitions between formats and 

forms are profound enough to warrant significant attention in digital and media literacy 

scholarship. In terms of celebration, digital texts have, for example, been heralded as 

ushering in a new era of communication by allowing the move from “static print/book 
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culture” to “deterritorialized meaning making and knowledge configurations enabled by 

new technology” (Luke, 2003, p.398). Alternatively, it has also been claimed that digital 

text interactions actively interfere with literacy skill development (Katz & Frost, 2001; 

Wolf & Barzillai, 2009), and that young people are generationally vulnerable to addictive 

digital device interactions (Jenaro et al., 2009; Kwon et al., 2013; Seo et al., 2016; Darcin 

et al., 2016).  Regardless of where we stand on these claims, the difference of born digital 

texts, and born digital reading, to non-digital, conventional texts, has been recognized 

(New London Group, 1996; Snow 2002).  

In terms of the significance of the ways born digital texts differ, Kress’ (2003) 

influential discussion of literacy development in the Media Age is a good place to begin. 

Kress argues that the dominant mode of communication has become the image, and the 

dominant medium is the screen. Written text does not, however, disappear, as cultural 

elites resist image culture and preserve writing as the dominant mode of elite 

communication. Kress argues that readers read words and images differently and the 

modes produce differing affect; while the reading path of words is strict, the reader is 

able to supply meaning through imagination. Images, by contrast, need not be read in a 

particular order, their meaning is shaped through deliberate design. Both text and image 

provide different affordances, and enabled by the medium of the screen, different modes 

appear together on the page. Kress argues that the written text becomes “subordinated to 

the logic of the visual” (p.7) on the screen; when text is dominant, images are 

illustrations, but when image dominates, text becomes part of a display. Kress’ argument 

encourages us to see how images draw attention to the “materiality” (p.10) of writing, 

that it is a constructed, culturally produced thing, and challenges us to see that reading 
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multi-modal texts has to consider the interactions between modes as part of meaning 

making.  

Readers who read conventional, linear texts in print or digitized form are 

habituated to orientate their reading on the efferent- aesthetic continuum, and to 

categorize the texts they encounter into larger groups, for example, short story, 

poem, novel. These practices cannot be called on in the same way when reading 

born digital texts. A webpage, for example, with information about a computer’s 

specifications, may encourage an aesthetic rather than efferent reading as 

aesthetic facets may be recruited to facilitate an argument. Dynamic, different, 

and disparate page elements interact; different videos may autoplay, adverts may 

break up or take over the screen, real time information about purchases being 

made may be continuously updating. To make sense of the born digital text, 

readers might, rather than approaching the text as primarily efferent or aesthetic, 

more productively ask how different design elements contribute to developing 

argument. Turner and Hicks (2017) suggest thinking in terms of mode and media; 

different media may be recruited to serve different communicative forms, or 

modes, and texts may contain multiple modes. In terms of argument, for example, 

mode refers to the sort of container the argument is delivered in, literary text, 

PSA, or advert. Media refers to the different ways a text is created, for example, 

by using video, text (including banners, menus, hashtags), and images (including 

logos, wallpapers, backgrounds).  The challenge for teachers is to consider how 

reading might be taught in a way that engages with both conventional, linear texts 
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in print or digitized form and multi-modal (or born digital) texts and their 

demands and affordances.  

Implications for Teaching 

In order to reconsider the work we do in our classroom, I reviewed the 

way that we use texts. Although we use Chromebooks, and Google Docs on 

Google Classroom, the texts we use are not born digital, but rather digitized texts. 

Much of our work focuses on feature articles in the popular press that reference 

research to present arguments on an essential or enduring question (Smith & 

Imbrenda, 2017). Many of these texts are non-digital, presented digitally, but 

many are born digital texts that we strip of their digital facets to present them to 

the students. This practice removes the opportunity to teach the sort of reading 

that is important to our students. When they encounter, for example, a feature 

article as a conventional, linear text in print or digitized form as opposed to a 

born-digital article, they are experiencing a very different text. The traditional 

feature article is usually part of a printed published text, usually a newspaper, 

magazine or book, which has a discrete physical presence. Though paper can be 

ripped or removed, this physical presence is relatively stable. There are different 

parts to the publication (covers, pages, a spine, a first page, a last page) and 

individual articles are placed in fixed relationships to other parts of the text. The 

identity of a publication, its type and purpose, is deliberately established, for 

example, by establishing a particular aesthetic (the use of red mastheads for 

tabloid publications or a hard cover with an abstract design on textbooks). The 

traditional feature article also takes up a place in time. In the case of a newspaper 
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or weekly magazine, the currency of the article is short lived. If reprinted in a 

textbook or in an edited collection, it can be inferred from the paper quality, 

binding, cost and purpose of the text that qualities of the feature article have led to 

its conservation.  

Born digital newspapers and magazines appear on LCD or LED screens, 

rather than paper pages. In the case of pages on websites, each page is a separate 

HTML object coded to connect with other individual pages, often centered around 

a landing page, the main point of access. Many pages are dynamic; a page that is 

“client-side scripted” changes its features each time it is accessed according to 

information gleaned from the user’s browser. A server-sided page, like a login 

page, has to reset each time it is accessed. On web sites information may be 

distributed around the screen, and readers may be asked to process multiple 

sources of information, among them advertising, hyperlinks, brightly colored 

interactive buttons, sidebars, videos (clickable and autoplay) and images. The 

same page may be delivered very differently on different devices or browsers, 

particularly as content is optimized for desktop or mobile delivery. Advertising 

techniques drive traffic and provide information, emulating tabloid approaches to 

minimizing white space and encouraging activity and interaction. The born digital 

feature article is published at a date and time, but in many cases it will be 

available indefinitely as part of an accessible digital archive. Individual articles 

can also be disarticulated from any larger publication online, and the traditional 

sequencing of the print publication cannot be reproduced. Noting these different 

features is, however, only a preamble to asking what the significance of change is 
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for teaching and learning in digital environments. Turner & Hicks (2015) make 

the case that teaching on how meaning is made in different text types is an 

essential part of literacy development: 

Technologies sometimes change the features of the texts themselves. As a 

part of comprehension strategy instruction, there are various textual 

features- tables of contents, headings, figures, captions, glossaries, 

indexes, keywords, and call-out boxes- of which our students need to be 

aware. That is, we need to explicitly teach textual features as a way to 

enhance meaning making. These features are fairly obvious in print texts; 

reading on a screen, especially a text that is connected to the Internet, 

complicates the issue. (p. 24) 

 

Although it is clear that students must be guided to understand and use all the 

born digital textual features they encounter, I learned, as part of an earlier study, that my 

students privilege the features that represent most closely the features of digitized texts in 

their reading (Kesson, 2020). Their tendency, born out of habits developed in our 

classroom, actually hampers their engagement with born digital texts. Might there be 

ways to address this tendency to make born digital and digitized experiences 

complementary?  

The instability of the media text, for example, having broken links, can help to 

direct attention to the fact that they are a made thing (Smith, personal communication, 

2019), a threshold concept that is essential to all reading. Meyer and Land (2003) explain 

that encountering a threshold concept orientates perception: 

Threshold concepts are transformative (the shift in understanding may 

significantly alter the learner’s perspective), irreversible (once acquired 

they are unlikely to be forgotten or unlearned), integrative (reveal 

interconnected understandings that were previously obscure), bounded 

(often delineate disciplines), and possibly troublesome (often implicit and 

unspoken). (Meyer & Land, 2003, pp. 5-12) 

 



 

 27 

Threshold concepts are essential to learner progress, and in this case, 

recognizing texts as made things, enables a recognition of how texts are 

developed, and that they work to gain their authority, rather than having it easily 

given. In terms of transfer to conventional, linear texts from born digital texts, it 

may be that a focus on the ways information is framed may allow students to 

consider more closely the techniques used to position them in any text. In 

particular, the affective dimensions of design decisions are considered in the 

research outlined later in this paper.  

I want students to see texts as made things, but I also want them to see 

how texts are constructed in the pursuit of a goal, and how that goal fits within a 

wider conversation that students themselves can participate in. For that reason, 

our students read texts to both analyze and stimulate argument. Turner and Hicks 

(2017) argue in support of the importance of teaching argument, and in particular 

digital argumentation, in schools. They argue that teaching must help students to a 

both declarative and procedural understanding of how arguments are made using 

digital media. As part of gaining declarative knowledge students should learn the 

conventions and subjects of arguments made in digital forms, and procedural 

knowledge should involve students in digital writing and inquiry. They argue that 

this leads us to consider that some arguments are born digital as they are “created 

and managed in digital form” (Turner & Hicks, 2017, p. 13). The distinction that 

Turner and Hicks draw is between arguments in texts that have distinctly digital 

features, and others that are an analog text made accessible digitally. Hyperlinks, 

embedded video and other digital and non-alphabetic features are identified by 
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Turner and Hicks (2017) as a crucial part of how meaning is made in “web-based 

texts” (Hicks, 2013, p. 30) compared, for example, to PDFs made available 

online.  

A further note on text types is also important here. While born digital or 

electronic literature emerged with digital technologies, conventional, linear texts 

in print or digitized form texts remain dominant in language arts classrooms for 

the teaching of literary texts. In our current curriculum, for example, we tend 

towards literary texts that are not born digital, but are rather digitized. Born-

digital texts are created, managed and experienced in digital forms on the Internet. 

These texts contain interactive features enabled for online technologies, and they 

are accessed on a web browser. Digitized texts, by contrast, are accessed on a web 

browser, and the majority of their online, interactive features are removed. While 

digitized texts may initially be developed online (for example, in the case of a 

feature article from a news blog) or offline (for example, a novel from 1925), 

management of these texts involves removing many online and interactive 

features in order to emulate the forms of conventional texts intended to be 

consumed in a linear, top to bottom, left to right manner. As born-digital texts, 

electronic literature provides significant affordances. Miller (2013) writing about 

New Media storytelling, highlights the agency that readers or participants 

experience, and how traditional textual aspects are reconfigured to facilitate 

interactive storytelling. Teaching with electronic literature has been noted to open 

up interesting pedagogical opportunities (e.g., Hayles, 2008) I think it important, 

in curriculum design to be conscious not to default to born digital texts for 
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teaching on informational texts, studying, for example, feature articles, and 

remaining with digitized texts, for example, short stories in PDF format when 

concentrating on primarily aesthetic reading.  

Reader 

Readers and Texts Not Born Digital 

Rosenblatt (1978) brought readers out of the shadows, where, she argued, they 

were relegated by traditions that valued the text or author and considered the readers’ 

involvement to be “passive” (p. 4). Rosenblatt (1978) contends that the reader is an 

essential part of the way meaning is made, and she illustrates this with reference to the 

way that a reader has to contribute “acts of evocation” when reading a literary work, such 

as a poem (p.13). The image of an electrical circuit is used by Rosenblatt (1978) to 

describe how the reader and poem bring one another into being; each reader creates a 

different poem even though the text remains the same. She argues that the text’s 

boundaries, its shape and pattern, remain in place, but in reading, a synthesis is created 

that draws the literary work into creating a new event. She contends that where the 

author’s creativity ends, that of the reader begins, and every interpretation is personal and 

continues a transaction with the text. This transaction depends on the stimulus, the text, 

and the way the perceiver has been conditioned to see by personal experience (p. 19). 

Modifying a transmission model of communication, Rosenblatt notes that the decoding 

done by a listener or speaker creates a new event through a “to-and-for spiral” between 

the reader and the “signs on the page” (Rosenblatt, 1938, p. 26). Thus, a new world is 

conjured as the author fades into part of this world, rather than being the arbiter of what 

meanings are made by the perceiver (Rosenblatt, 1978, p.21).  
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 McVee et al. (2005) make a strong case for considering Rosenblatt’s (1978) ideas 

about transaction as complementary with theories of schema, arguing that transaction is 

close to the meaning of Bartlett’s (1932) development of schema. Theories of how 

readers use schema are derived from Gestalt psychology, or the tendency of the mind to 

order experience. Anderson and Pearson (1984) characterize schema as providing a 

mental home for information, and note that new information either causes a new structure 

to be built, or an established one to be revised (p. 255). For education, and reading in 

particular, the schema in the brain are abstract knowledge structures stimulated by 

reading. To offer an example, one might only need the word “assassin,” and our brains 

can begin to construct images and narrative threads. While a particular word may only 

refer to general concepts for some, for others it can conjure multiple inter-textual 

references.    

    Bransford and Johnson (1972) found that giving students contexts for written 

passages aids comprehension as new schema can be added to a foundation, or an older 

schema adapted. To give an example, students may be unfamiliar with the Great 

Depression, but their schema may have already classified and connected ideas about 

wealth, geography, and the twentieth century. If teaching Of Mice and Men (1937), 

teachers can engage, adapt and extend the schema of the students, setting up the 

opportunity to continue the process through reading of the book.  

Pressley (2000) emphasizes that comprehension is “multicomponential and 

developmental” (p.557) and therefore teaching must function similarly— more reading 

will not automatically extend student schemata. New schema can be developed not only 

through contextual linking, but also through teaching word decoding and reading 
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comprehension skills. That said, schematic developments are unpredictable— teachers 

can stimulate some, but students’ schemata may change in unanticipated ways. Educators 

need to be aware that there is not an indexical link between what is apparently present in 

the text (as far as the teacher understands it) and how the meaning of that text is 

understood by readers.  

Readers and Texts Born Digital 

While Rosenblatt’s readers experience a to and fro interaction with texts as they 

actively create personal meanings, the symbols being read are fixed on the page; all 

readers read the text differently, but they all read the same text. The reader is constantly 

making meaning from what is read, drawing on the knowledge, skills and experiences 

that make up the mental reservoir.  

When reading born digital texts, by contrast, the reader is not drawing from the 

reservoir to interpret an individual text, but is rather creating, or pulling together a text 

from multiple sources within an almost boundless, interconnected network of 

information. For born digital texts experienced in an online environment, readers not only 

read the text differently, but they read different texts as they follow an individual reading 

path and sample different information sources (Leu et al., 2017). Born digital texts 

involve a range of media and modes (Kress, 2003). Synthesis is an important concept as 

Hartman et al. (2010) argue that in online texts “each individual element is already by 

itself plural” (p. 140). Readers are spending time creating their text by locating 

information, evaluating it for accuracy and trustworthiness, perhaps by following links to 

numerous further sites, or by selecting terms and conducting searches in order to read and  

create for meaning:  
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Online, readers must find and construct their own sets of texts to read 

closely after searching for and evaluating a potentially infinite set of texts 

for relevance and trustworthiness. (Hartman et al. 2018, p. 62) 

 

Coiro (2015) points out the cognitive demands of online reading as readers have to: 

move between rapid reading to-locate processes (that occur, for example, 

when skimming search engine results and navigating through levels of 

websites) and deeper processes of meaning construction. (p. 56)  

 

In offline reading schema helps readers to order new information. Reading online 

has, however, been found to be less reliant on prior knowledge that in offline practices 

(Leu et al., 2014; Leu, Kiili, & Forzani, 2015), something that is thought to occur thanks 

to the ease of access to other information (Hartman et al., 2018). The ability to develop as 

a reader in online environments is less about developing and ordering schemata, and 

more about the ability to locate, evaluate and synthesize information from online sources 

(Coiro, 2011; Lawless & Schrader, 2008).  

Rosenblatt’s readers, though they all bring different experiences and perspectives 

to bear, all experience the same symbols in the same sequence. In other words, all readers 

make meaning from the same blueprint. Online readers navigate different links and 

process the interactions of different components of webpages, for example, by 

synthesizing information from advertising, autoplay videos, URLs, sidebars, navigation 

menus, and other page features. Readers of born digital texts, accessed in online 

environments, are not working with a blue print, but are rather actively synthesizing 

information from different sources.  

Implications for Teaching 

Rosenblatt celebrates the activity of the reader in co-creating meaning with the 

text; the text in this interaction is a stable entity, on which the reader can bring their 
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experience and insight to bear. By contrast, readers of born digital texts are creating or 

curating a text from multiple sources, and it is the activity of the reader, rather than the 

features of the text, that directs the encounter. If, rather than drawing on prior knowledge, 

readers are creating and curating based on knowledge that they gather within an 

encounter or series of encounters with texts, the way we teach students reading has to 

adapt.  

In my classroom I have tended to follow a traditional pattern to have students 

engage with texts; I present a text to students and encourage them to comprehend the text 

by drawing on mental reservoirs or interpersonal interactions. While this activity is 

valuable for the reading of conventional, linear texts in print or digitized form, it does not 

address the way students encounter born digital texts. Some research has suggested that if 

readers record, or map, their reading they are able to develop a coherent mental 

representation from multiple online texts (DeSchryver, 2015). Studies that looked at the 

effects of teaching students how to read for argument and to synthesize information from 

multiple sources noted increased ability to gather and deploy information involving 

online sources. Very rarely are these strategies taught in schools (Hagerman, 2017; 

Hartman et al., 2018).  

A number of obstacles and opportunities are apparent to teaching students how to 

read for argument and synthesize information from multiple sources. While my students 

pursue diverse and sophisticated literacy practices, like reading for intertextual 

references, metaphor, or satirical comment on social networks, or joining a gaming 

community, their ability with social applications may mask a dearth of critical reading 

skills. Research suggests that young people who are expert users of social and 
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entertainment digital media may overestimate their ability to reading critically for 

information (Kuiper, 2007). Yet, while the environment of the commercial Internet 

presents obstacles to critical engagement, it also affords opportunities to consider the 

economic roots of information. The publication process for many conventional, linear 

texts in print form is relatively opaque and slow when compared to born digital texts like 

tweets or livestreams, and the social nature of many of these texts can be considered as a 

way of investigating the social forces that shape our subjectivity. Turner and Hicks 

(2015) note that social interactions play a significant part in the communicative 

environment young people participate in and they argue that to be able to develop the 

strategic knowledge to locate, interact and communicate, students need not only to 

understand the textual forms, features and techniques of digital communication, but also 

to see themselves within a complex and rapidly changing information matrix.  

A focus on aesthetic understandings can also encourage critical interaction with 

born digital texts. Reading is not only as an investigative task, and Rosenblatt (1938, 

1978) reminds us to pay attention to the importance of aesthetic interactions with texts 

that “point to actual human situations and feelings” (p. 228). Turner and Hicks (2015), 

too, address the importance of valuing aesthetic understandings of reading in different 

media, pointing to the importance of engaging formats and social supports when 

developing curriculum. While young people may sometimes lack motivation to read in 

school sanctioned ways, they are self-motivated to read in many other ways (Smith & 

Wilhelm, 2014), and many of these texts are now born digital. Mills (2010) reminds us 

that in order to recognize and develop from the multi-modal literacy practices that 

students encounter and are expected to negotiate, attention must be paid in the classroom 
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to the different ways digital technologies operate. Developing these skills can be aided by 

digital resources. Dwyer (2013), for example, discusses the different affordances digital 

technologies might offer teachers of developing readers, and Dalton and Jocius (2013) 

discuss the various opportunities digital technologies provide to teachers for scaffolding 

student learning.  

Born digital texts, encountered online, provide a wide array of 

opportunities to stimulate engagement and support learning. The born digital text 

offers students the opportunity to explore beyond the symbols on the page, to 

search for clarification and context. Where meanings in the conventional, linear 

texts in print or digitized form might be restricted by the depth of a student’s 

mental reservoir, the reader of the born digital text need experience no such 

limitation by using searches, following links or taking advantage of the different 

modes of communication they can access. Readers for born digital texts have to 

be trained, and training readers only to make meaning in conventional, linear texts 

does not prepare students for born digital texts. 

Context 

Context and Texts Not Born Digital 

Rosenblatt (1938) argued that meaning was not “the printed page impressing its 

meaning on the reader’s mind, or the reader extracting the meaning embedded in the 

text.” Meaning rather exists in the transaction between the reader and the text, and both 

have “social origins and effects” (pp. 29- 30). She writes that “human beings are always 

in transaction and in a reciprocal relationship with an environment, a context, a total 

situation” (1994, p. 26) Readers bring what Rosenblatt called a “linguistic- experiential 
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reservoir,” organized by schemata, to readings of texts. Texts are created by writers who 

write from their own social, linguistic, historical and national contexts, and the social 

situations that texts are consumed in provides a further variable; meaning is created in the 

transaction between readers, texts and contexts, and Rosenblatt argues that these forces 

act to balance one another (1994, p. 27). For Rosenblatt, attending to the resources 

readers and writers bring to literacy work enables them “to make ‘live’ meanings” (p. 27) 

which strengthen their reading and writing.  

Rosenblatt’s point is that the reading act cannot be confined to technical readings 

of text that do not acknowledge context, something that is particularly important 

considering that the approach a reader takes to a text is governed both by the reader’s 

purpose in reading. As noted already, Rosenblatt argues that all reading is on a continuum 

between aesthetic and efferent reading. Aesthetic reading pursues an affective response, 

and efferent reading is a practical approach where the reader looks for information to be 

taken away. How readers approach the text, what they value and take away from the text, 

what they experience in terms of affect, all depend on the contexts of reading. Contexts 

are multiple and may be experienced to a greater or lesser degree at different times. 

Following Rosenblatt’s theory, reading a story for a school assignment will produce a 

different reading from reading the same story at home for pleasure.  

Context and Texts Born Digital 

 So far, I’ve argued that the role of the reader is changed in encounters with born 

digital texts. In terms of the conventional, linear text in print or digitized form, Rosenblatt 

considers context as the cultural milieu in which reading occurs, rather than the 

intertextual context which is at the core of reading born digital texts. In the born digital 
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text all readers are creating their own unique text as well as their own meaning (Hartman 

et al. 2018), and the metaphor of the reservoir, where the reader draws on their culturally 

situated understandings no longer holds. Instead of a repository in the minds of readers 

that is added to through experience and education, locating, evaluating and synthesizing 

information from online sources becomes more significant to learner progress (Coiro, 

2011; Lawless & Schrader, 2008).  

A crucial aspect of the online environment is that the intertextual context is 

conspicuously commercially oriented; webpages need to be updated for currency, they 

have to be linked to encourage traffic, sites need to continue to grow, and grow to 

continue, domains have to be maintained and optimized for search engine recognition, 

and so on. Each page, and each component within a page, must be understood within a 

complex matrix of commercial and institutional interests. Meaning is gleaned from many 

disparate, often competing, sources of information, each with its own ideological and 

commercial bent. The challenging work that readers do to create texts and meaning from 

texts in online environments is within the context of the commercial Internet as described 

by Hartman et al. (2018): 

Algorithmic technologies that personalize information serving create the 

impression of a vast information landscape when, in truth, every Internet 

reader may be gathering information on a very small information island 

that is used by, built by, and maintained by people who are just like them 

(Rainie & Anderson, 2017). When access to ideas, to information, to facts 

are filtered, synthesized conclusions will reflect those filters too. A 

necessary part of the critical positioning required for synthesis may be a 

recognition of how this big-C Context is deliberately designed to predict, 

to restrict, and to selectively disseminate ideas in ways that further 

economic, political, or ideological interests. (p. 68) 

 

So, while readers are involved in creating texts and meanings in ways that appear 

to be dynamic and democratic, the reality is anything but. One example of the way 
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algorithms enable a filtered synthesis is illustrated by Noble’s (2018) discussion of 

Google image searches. Noble points out that Google screens out certain images, for 

example, of animal abuse, while allowing racist and sexist images to remain unfiltered. 

Noble’s (2013) work on the representation of Black women and girls online emphasizes 

how technologies are not neutral and how Google’s search engine is designed to appeal to 

and reinforce dominant social Discourses, while camouflaged by the supposed neutrality 

of algorithms (p. 35).  

Discourses are powerfully present in Internet technologies. Gee (2001) explains 

that Discourses are more than language, but always involve language. Social languages 

and genre, or patterns of language use, enact Discourses. Discourses can nest within one 

another and offer a range of “identity kits” that are “value laden” (p. 720) bringing some 

things into being and suppressing others. Acknowledging context is important to 

developing interpretations of conventional, linear texts in print or digitized form and born 

digital texts. The significance of establishing a contrast is that while conventional, linear 

texts are produced and consumed following long established cultural, educational and 

economic models, born digital texts, whether fan fiction or extremist manifestos, are 

created by readers and writers outside these traditions. Dominant Discourses often go 

digital to shape and reinvigorate the cultural models we use to organize our perceptions, 

without acknowledging their sources and supports.   

Implications for Teaching  

The contexts that readers find themselves in, and that reading creates, are 

obviously complex. While it has been noted that the digital communication environment 

makes significant demands of teachers and students in order to develop readers ready to 
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respond to the demands of education, employment and civic participation, how to 

respond is still being worked out. Noting that challenges have been identified for 

education, Kiili et al. (2018) quote the Common Core State Standards in the United 

States: 

To be ready for college, workforce training, and life in a technological 

society, students need the ability to gather, comprehend, evaluate, 

synthesize, and report on information and ideas, to conduct original 

research in order to answer questions or solve problems, and to analyze 

and create a high volume and extensive range of print and nonprint texts in 

media forms old and new. The need to conduct research and to produce 

and consume media is embedded into every aspect of today’s curriculum. 

(p. 4) 

 

In order to achieve these goals, as they relate to using digital texts online, Kiili et 

al. suggest a six-factor model: 

(a) locating information with a search engine, (b) confirming the 

credibility of information, (c) questioning the credibility of information, 

(d) identifying main ideas from a single online resource, (e) synthesizing 

information across multiple online resources, and (f) communicating a 

justified and source-based position. 

 

The factors identified recognize practical and interpretative skills for reading in an 

online context; texts are created, comprehended and communicated. Kiili et al. explain 

how instruction might be undertaken: 

For example, knowing that questioning an author’s credibility requires 

different skills than confirming an author’s credibility suggests the need to 

more strategically sequence instruction around critically evaluating online 

resources. Students need both models and practice in considering what 

may cause someone to question an author’s credibility. To avoid 

superficial practices, such as making evaluative judgments only on the 

basis of domains (.edu; .org), students should be pointed back to the 

information itself to analyze the quality of an author’s claims about the 

topic under study in relation to his or her affiliation and level of expertise. 

Having regular opportunities to engage with challenging critical 

evaluation practices is likely to increase students’ ability to identify 

possible persuasive elements and one-sided arguments that call into 

question the credibility of many online texts. (p. 26) 
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The contexts of born digital reading are essential to teaching born digital reading. 

In the celebrated case of fake news, for example, the power of digital technologies is 

harnessed to design and distribute messages that attract readers and shape audiences 

favorable to misinformation. Explanations of how the fake news phenomenon persists 

that take only partial recognition of the contexts of born digital reading, for example 

blaming mental laziness on the part of the audience (Pennycook & Rand, 2018), or overly 

developed skepticism (Boyd, 2018), do not account for the reading born digital texts 

require, and how this reading must be taught in order for texts to be understood in a 

context that is unlike that of linear texts. 

Author 

Authors and Texts Not Born Digital 

Rosenblatt (1994) argues that the writer is the first reader of the text, and reads, or 

transacts with what they write in order to achieve coherence and fulfill their purpose in 

writing. The authorial reading, as Rosenblatt terms it, looks to satisfy an inner gauge to 

create “a match between inner state and verbal sign” and the “eyes of potential readers” 

(p. 20). Seeing the author in the text, the reader then tries to create a valid interpretation 

in response. Rosenblatt argues that though different interpretations of the same text can 

be sustained, “some interpretations are superior to others.” As they jibe more closely with 

established criteria for interpretation, for example, an accurate aesthetic reading might 

take into account the “author’s pattern of signs,” and an accurate efferent reading might 

consider the author’s logic (pp. 23-25).  

In contrast to Rosenblatt’s approach, Rabinowitz (1987) argues against theories 

that privilege the reader and argues that in privileging the reader, no common experience 
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of a text is permitted. Rabinowitz argues that as meaning depends on context, and that 

conventions precede the text, authors rely on the ability to activate cultural codes in their 

audiences. For Rabinowitz an authorial reading is not the author reading their work, or a 

reader reading for authorial intentions through investigating the author’s psyche, but 

readers reading with the understanding that authors write for the readers they expect, 

imagine, and invite to the text. When authors write, they write into contexts, and thinking 

about the corrupted reader, with their prejudices, fears and conceits, allows us to gain 

more meaning from the texts we read. Even work that is thought of as unconventional, 

like Joyce’s Ulysses or Perec’s La disparition, must have ways in which the reader can 

engage with the writing. To facilitate authorial reading, Rabinowitz (1987) developed the 

rules of notice for reading (p. 43). Interpretation of the text begins with the aspects of a 

text that are most notable; Rabinowitz catalogues semantic gestures, character 

performance of reader roles, metaphors, and typography as some techniques authors use. 

These again emerge from, and interact with, convention, and when we consider what we 

notice, and what we are intended to notice, we are able to derive meaning from text and 

the interpretative process together.  

Authors and Texts Born Digital 

Kress (2003) also argues that in the written mode of communication, the author, 

by following social conventions, is able to anticipate and guide the reader’s path through 

the text. Conventions guide reading and interpretation and the reader gains a particular 

knowledge from their reading. The multi-modal text, Kress argues, operates quite 

differently; rather than reading to be given knowledge, readers read from the perspectives 

of their own “life worlds” and read for specific information because writers, or designers, 
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have to consider what those readers and visitors might want. Kress’ contention is that the 

power of authorship is now distributed between designer and reader and he argues that 

the “social frames that had supported the figure of the author have disappeared or are 

disappearing and with that the force of social power that vested authority in the work of 

the Author” (p.19). 

Kress, writing in 2003, is discussing the development of Web 2.0, a more 

participatory environment that replaced the passive consumption of Web 1.0 (Barassi & 

Trere, 2012). While this participatory world has meant a diversification of information 

sources, it has made it possible to consume from narrow and often extreme sources. Leu 

et al. (2013) write that: 

Information is much more widely available from people who have strong 

political, economic, religious, or ideological stances that profoundly 

influence the nature of the information they present to others. As a result, 

we must assist students to become more critical consumers of the 

information they encounter. (p. 6) 

 

Implications for Teaching   

Both Rosenblatt’s (1994) and Rabinowitz’s (1987) work can be adapted to 

provide interesting perspectives on how to consider the author in terms of born digital 

texts. In many ways the act of reading online resembles Rosenblatt’s authorial reading. 

Each reader mentally creating a text when reading online (Leu et al., 2013, p. 8) is 

seeking to create a coherent text that fulfills a purpose, measuring the consonance of 

different elements in the text, and considering the wider discourses the text is part of. In 

authoring this mental text, readers of born digital texts are also looking for the ways that 

their source material, the alphabetic symbols, call outs, menus, images, blog rolls and so 

on, have been deployed by writers and designers to craft an argument.  
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A central question in traditional media literacy education is “Who made this?” 

(e.g., NAMLE n.d.), but, as I have outlined, answering this question is increasingly 

complex as each born digital text involves multiple makers. Students should learn that 

born digital texts are made by multiple authors, and they, themselves, are counted in this 

number. Kress’ notion of design needs to be incorporated into teaching because as well as 

paying attention to authorship of segments of alphabetic text, the participation of 

commenters, links and multimedia needs to be considered. Each author has anticipated an 

audience; readers author towards their own values, position, or sense of cohesion. 

Reading born digital texts involves the use of different rules of notice; fonts or layout 

may be salient when encountering one page, a metaphor in another, and the reader needs 

to be agile enough to notice the different features of argument while constructing their 

text. Based on the understanding that each born digital text is both inherently synthetic 

and unique and individual, and that makers make to be understood, I want to challenge 

my students to consider the ways they make meaning in texts.  

Rules of Notice 

Rules of Notice and Texts Not Born Digital 

Wilhelm and Smith (2017) develop the rules of notice for classroom teaching. 

They explain that expert readers “recognize conversational topics, key details, genres, 

and text structures, and then use what they’ve noticed to understand how authors have 

created meaning and effect” (p. 230). When students take note of the conversation that a 

text is part of is, they are able to activate, then build from the background knowledge 

necessary to comprehend and participate. Students need to be taught to look for key 

details as not everything in the text has the same importance. If students are trained to 
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look for signaling moves, where the author directs reader attention to important details, 

they can see how authors have deliberately shaped their work. Students also need to be 

trained to notice genre and text structure as they need to have some idea of what their 

reading is building towards.                

In order to train students to notice conversations, key details and genre and text 

structure, Wilhlem and Smith condense Rabinowitz and Smith’s (1998) list of the rules of 

notice to four areas students are taught to read for: direct statements or generalizations, 

for example, explicit statements of meaning or principle; ruptures, for example, sudden 

shifts in style or point of view; calls to attention, for example, titles or lists; reader’s 

response, for example, appeals to the reader’s lived experience (p. 23; pp. 233- 238). 

While these categories shape the classroom approach, they should not be imposed, but 

rather grow from inquiry contexts where students are encouraged to apply new ideas. To 

build from one lesson to the next the authors advise the use of anchor charts. Appendix B 

reproduces a sample anchor chart shared in Diving Deep. 

Rules of Notice and Texts Born Digital 

Wilhelm and Smith (2017) do not engage with born digital texts, but each of the 

ways they identify as means for students to be helped to become proficient readers can be 

adapted for born digital texts, for example noticing the conversation, noticing key details, 

and noticing genre and text structure,     

Noticing the conversation presents different challenges to readers of born digital 

texts than it does to readers of conventional, linear texts in print or digitized form. As 

discussed earlier, expert readers of born digital texts are not able to draw on a mental 

repository but rather on their practice of finding, weighing and synthesizing multiple 
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information sources (Coiro, 2011; Lawless & Schrader, 2008). When readers negotiate 

multiple digital voices, they are operating in an environment designed to limit the 

conversations readers have access to. Following Hartman et al’s (2018) description of the 

Internet as a space that offers the illusion of plurality while following narrow commercial 

and institutional interests, there appear to be further challenges to giving students access 

to conversations that they may be deliberately excluded from.     

 In terms of noticing key details, Kress’ (2003) argument about the cultural 

dominance of the mode of the image in the medium of the screen, despite the continued 

ideological privileging of alphanumeric text, presents an interesting perspective on how 

we might notice key details. Readers have to consider the interactions between different 

communicative modes and so must also be encouraged to think about how information is 

designed to be consumed across a range of technologies and platforms which present 

different key details to be noticed; sidebars may disappear from mobile sites, but images 

may take up the whole device screen.  

Text and genre structure are multi-faceted in born digital texts. Features of 

different genre may be present in the same page; a feature article in a born digital text 

may take as much space on the screen as ads for products, menus and images. Readers 

have to develop skills for assessing the article in relation to the surrounding data, for 

example, by asking if the page is primarily to be classified as an article or advert. While 

considering genre and text structures still help reading for meaning, given that textual 

elements are multiple and changing, teaching mode and media as Turner and Hicks 

(2017) suggest, is a priority.       
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Implications for Teaching  

The top-down, bottom-up model of reading described by Wilhelm and Smith 

(2017) does not adequately describe reading of born digital texts where students are 

locating, evaluating and synthesizing to create new mental texts. Additionally, given that 

students are creating their own texts, the absence of a stable, discrete text that student 

activities center on can’t be reproduced. That is certainly not to say that communal 

readings are not productive. Group or collaborative readings, particularly when 

verbalizing or mapping reading activity, may be very valuable. DeSchryver (2015), for 

example, advocates recording reading activities and Hagerman (2017) recommends that 

students be taught to synthesize information from multiple sources. Group or class work 

focused on recording and synthesizing and incorporating thinking aloud may function 

well in applying the rules of notice to the reading of born digital texts.    

A major implication of using the rules of notice with born digital texts is the 

demand of critically evaluating online arguments in the context of the commercial 

internet. The following study is designed to find out how students apply the rules of 

notice for born digital texts and argument to their reading of born digital texts, and how, 

if at all, the teaching reading of born digital texts affects students’ argumentative writing. 

Characterizing Current Research 

 Throughout my theoretical analysis I have discussed implications for teaching. 

Scholarly attention has been directed to these questions in the past, and my work draws 

on prior investigations of born digital reading. To contextualize the study that follows, I 

think it important to highlight the studies that I have found most instructive, and to 

characterize the forms of interventions already undertaken.  
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 We know some of the ways that students’ readings of conventional, linear texts in 

print or digitized form and born digital texts differ. Significant work has been done on 

born digital reading, but as mentioned before much of this work has a deliberately limited 

focus. Some studies are focused on small groups of readers completing a limited number 

of comprehension-based activities in controlled settings (Coiro & Dobler, 2007; Cho, 

2014). In the case of studies which involve greater numbers of participants, controlled 

settings are still involved and tasks are limited, comprehension-based exercises (Leu et 

al., 2014), evaluative tasks (Kiili et al., 2018) or collaborative writing activities (Kiili et 

al., 2012). As I have noted in previous sections, these studies tell us a great deal about 

how young people read online and the challenges they face. Implications for classrooms 

are beyond the focus of these studies.  

 Teachers, however, are not short of guidance on how to make changes and how to 

intervene, and how not to intervene, in the curriculum. Some of the ways that students out 

of school digital literacy practices may be leveraged have been described in some depth 

(Patterson, 2000; Beach, 2012). The ways that out-of-school literacies and born digital 

affordances are overlooked have also been investigated in some depth (Pitcher et al., 

2010; Blikstad-Balas, 2012; Nobles & Paganucci, 2015). What happens, however, when 

digital literacy is addressed, and born digital texts are introduced in the classroom, is not 

as well understood.  

 A study which involved classroom environments and focused on the impact of 

instruction on born digital texts in the high school classrooms is related in Turner and 

Hicks’ (2015) work in Connected Reading. This work provides a model that bridges 

understandings of how young people read born digital texts, how classroom teachers 
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might engage prior learning and literacies, and what effect classroom interventions may 

have on student reading. To develop a model of Connected Reading, Turner and Hicks 

visited classrooms in four American states and worked with twelve teachers. The 

researchers observed classroom practice, collected survey data and interviewed teachers 

and students. Drawing on Smith and Wilhelm’s (2002, 2006) studies which provide 

frameworks for asking what readers do and how we might teach, engage and direct 

student reading practices, students were asked to reflect on their reading practices.  They 

did this by completing a survey adapted from the Teen Parent Survey on Writing 

developed by Pew Internet & American Life Project (Lenhart et al., 2008). Most 

interestingly, for the purposes of setting up my study, the researchers also taught lessons 

and participated in curriculum development on born digital reading. In one instance 

students were led to consider their digital reading identities by completing a reading 

habits survey which formed the basis of reflection and discussion. In another lesson 

students were asked to think about the ways that a search online returns very different 

information according to the way it is processed, for example, by where the search is 

requested or what engine is used. In response to the instruction students demonstrated 

that they widened their definition of reading and felt challenged to employ critical 

reading tools more broadly in their daily consumption of media.  

  The geographical span of this work, and its particular focus on approaches to born 

digital reading, is somewhat different in the circumstances I worked in. I am fortunate 

that my work was based in a single school where I was already involved in an 

intervention project. I have access to a site and participants, and I am able to pursue my 

investigation over the span of a curriculum unit. I am also privileged to work with a 
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cooperating teacher open to, and supportive of, curriculum innovation. These 

circumstances afford the opportunity to learn something of what students do in classroom 

settings, over time, when introduced to born digital texts.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

As already described, the Pathways program exists to acculturate the participating 

students into the social language of college. This work is built on an understanding that 

language is both tool and sign, and that tool and sign mediate one another (Vygotsky, 

1987). Development, Imbrenda (2016) points out, is change in the qualitative relationship 

of the tool and sign. The Pathways program is already designed to acculturate students 

into the social language of college, and the tools used in the Pathways curriculum are 

both designed to develop procedural understandings, and provide data that can be 

analyzed for development. A range of measures have already been developed as part of 

the monitoring of this program, including pre and post-test analyses, interviews, and 

artifact analysis. Detailing the methods for the planned intervention, I first outline the 

current curriculum, then how that curriculum is rewritten to include born digital texts and 

teaching on born digital textual features informed by the scholarly work discussed in 

Chapter 2. 

Current Instructional Tools  

 The current Pathways program trains students in argumentation through a 

curriculum designed to foster inquiry learning. Smith, Wilhelm and Fredricksen (2012) 

make the point that argumentation is highly valued in academic discourse and is an 

essential skill for academic achievement. Students already employ argumentation in their 

day-to-day existence, and inquiry draws on and develops that practice.  

To develop argumentative reasoning in students, our current curriculum draws on 

the work of Stephen Toulmin (1958) whose analysis of everyday arguments revealed the 
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sophisticated character of quotidian arguments rooted in oral abilities. In its most concise 

terms, Toulmin identifies that we make claims, supported by data, that rely on a bridging 

warrant. In day-to-day interactions, these processes are often so internalized that we are 

not aware of how oral arguments develop, and we struggle to transfer skills to reading 

and writing. While, for example, students may be able to develop very sophisticated 

arguments while debating the “Greatest Of All Time” in a sport, or they may engage in a 

complicated inner dialogue when selecting a laundry detergent, it is not given that they 

will understand how to apply these reasoning strategies to classwork. The role of 

instruction is to build on student knowledge, adding to what Hillocks (1986) described as 

their declarative knowledge, or the knowledge of what, then to introduce the tools that 

will develop procedural knowledge, or the knowledge of how.  

As identified by Imbrenda (2016), there are a number of points the instructional 

approach followed at Pathways involves:  

(1) a mode of instruction that is rich with talk and social activity, (2) a 

focus of instruction that affords students opportunities to participate 

peripherally in an academic community of practice, and (3) a repertoire of 

instructional tools that are designed to carry heuristic value as mediational 

means for developing both the linguistic and epistemological foundations 

of the social language. (Imbrenda, 2016) 

 

Imbrenda explains that talk has been identified as a way for students to engage in 

the academically valued literacy activities (Applebee, 1996; Cazden, 2001; Lee, 2006), 

but that talk must function to develop knowledge (Wells, 2002). Talk must be structured 

to develop exploratory talk (Mercer, 2004) as this encourages what Nystrand and 

Gamorran (1991) term authentic questioning and the uptake of student ideas, two major 

factors in nurturing student achievement. Talk in the conventional Pathways classroom is 
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face to face, and takes place within the boundaries of the classroom. 

Pathways work is rooted in the environmental mode of teaching identified by 

Hillocks (1986). The environmental mode of teaching is described by Hillocks as: 

The environmental mode is characterized by (1) clear and specific 

objectives, e.g., to increase the use of a specific detail and figurative 

language; (2) materials and problems selected to engage students with 

each other in specifiable processes important to some particular aspect of 

writing; and (3) activities, such as small group problem centered 

discussions, conducive to high levels of peer interaction concerning 

specific tasks. (Hillocks, 1986, p.122) 

 This approach has been adopted in the Pathways program in a curriculum that 

includes little teacher lecturing, but teacher involvement is most evident in developing 

activities that scaffold student achievement of learning goals, and assisting students to 

reach those goals. This is the way instruction is carried out, or the mode, but Hillocks 

(1986) also explains that focus should be defined. The Pathways course is aimed at 

promoting college readiness, effectively the ability to understand and construct an 

academic argument, and Imbrenda (2016) identifies acculturation as a goal of the 

program. In this he builds on Lave and Wenger (1991) and their identification of the 

value of legitimate peripheral participation in a community of practice. Peripheral 

inclusion, explains Imbrenda, means that learners are included in a community as they 

learn and grow into full inclusion, and this lends itself to an inquiry focus.  

 Kesson, Smith and Imbrenda (2019), note that Hillocks saw that “inquiry 

requires careful observation that gives rise to interpretations that are the result of 

imaginative leaps informed by the evidence at hand as well as the inquirer’s prior 

knowledge and assumptions.” (p.5) These imaginative leaps then have to be retested 
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according to assembled evidence and differing interpretations. This approach mirrors 

Dewey’s (1941) assertion that “all knowledge, or warranted assertion, depends upon 

inquiry and that inquiry is, truistically, connected with what is questionable (and 

questioned)” (p. 172). Kesson, Smith and Imbrenda (2019) offer the definition that: 

Inquiry-based literacy teaching is teaching that engages students in 

reading, writing, speaking, and listening in contexts in which students 

develop the procedural knowledge they need to make, assess, and defend 

warranted assertions that draw both on their prior knowledge and new data 

to address a problem that has multiple sustainable responses. 

(p. 5) 

 

  In the classroom we move between group, small group, and individual activities. 

In the Pathways curriculum we structure units around essential questions, for example, 

“What does it mean to be smart?” and “What does it mean to be successful?” These 

questions support multiple sustainable responses and allow students to draw on a range of 

data. We begin each teaching unit with gateway tasks, problems students are motivated to 

solve (Hillocks, 1995). These tasks emerge from cultural conversations concerning our 

essential question, and we create simulated texts (Langer, 2001) that pick up provocative 

aspects of cultural debates, and explore different dimensions of the essential question. For 

example, in the units this study is concerned with, students are asked “what does it mean 

to be successful?” and as a gateway task they are asked to rank the levels of success of 

four individuals according to their biographies.  

  To rank the levels of success, students develop criteria with which to judge the 

individuals in the stories and then read for salient details within the text. The process of 

mining texts for details is developed by following Smith and Wilhelm’s (2017) work on 

adapting the rules of notice for reading, a tool discussed in greater depth below.  
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  The semantic differential scale is a further tool employed in reading that is 

important to both considering the development of argument in writing and focusing the 

conversations nurtured in the classroom. As Smith and Imbrenda (2018) explain, 

semantic differential scales are scales that position words or phrases in bipolar 

relationships and ask students to position themselves somewhere along the continuum 

between those bipolar relationships. For example, in our unit which examines essential 

questions about success, students read an excerpt from The Great Gatsby and are asked to 

predict Nick Carraway’s future. 

Figure 1 

 Example of a Scale Used in Classwork 

 

 Scale B: Nick Carraway will most likely become: 

 

A complete failure     A complete success 

 

Students declare themselves at different points on the scale as they are obliged to 

make a claim about their view. The semantic differential scale can then activate a 

heuristic developed from Toulmin’s (1958) model of argumentation. When students mark 

a scale in our classroom, they have made a claim. To prompt this claim, which has to be 

both controversial and defensible, we ask them “Where do you stand?” When they have 

made the claim, we ask them to provide data by asking, “What makes you say so?” 

Students also have to make explicit how they can bridge the claim and data by providing 
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a warrant. For this, we ask them “So what?” Students soon take up this procedure for 

making and analyzing argument, and teaching reinforces these habits of thinking.  

The tools we use to nurture student reading— simulated texts, ranking activities, 

semantic differential scales, the rules of notice and argumentation prompts— can be used 

to develop procedural knowledge in response to an essential question. Developing 

procedural knowledge allows students to transfer their learning to different contexts. 

Smith, Wilhelm and Fredricksen make a strong case for the importance of teaching to 

transfer: 

The issue of transfer is perhaps the single most important issue we need to 

address as teachers. We need always to think about how what we do today 

prepares students for their next class, their other subjects, their composing 

outside school, and their educational futures. (Smith, Wilhelm & 

Fredricksen, 2012, p. 33) 

 

Despite its importance, transfer is difficult to achieve and is rarely explicitly addressed in 

the classroom. This is because teachers, perhaps in both hope and expectation, rely on 

students themselves to select and apply the relevant learning when moving from one task 

to another (Smith, Wilhelm & Fredricksen, 2012; Perkins & Salomon, 1988). Responding 

to this requires that we place emphasis on making students aware of the tool they are 

using so that they can transfer it to other contexts, or “if you can name it, you can move 

it” (Smith, Wilhelm & Fredricksen, 2012, p.33). 
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Revised Instructional Tools 

Developing the Intervention Study 

 The aim of the Pathways program is to help students develop as college readers 

and writers. Developing procedural knowledge and skills prepares students to transfer 

skills and knowledge to the types of texts they will encounter at college. However, as 

scholarly work has shown the distinctions between the born digital and conventional, 

linear texts in print or digitized form (RAND, 2002; Coiro & Dobler, 2007; Zhang & 

Duke, 2008; Cho, 2014), it cannot be assumed that the procedural knowledge and skills 

taught with conventional, linear texts in print or digitized form will transfer to the born 

digital. My study was developed to teach, and assess, born digital reading procedures and 

skills. However, as students must also be prepared to respond to the demands of 

conventional, linear texts in print or digitized form, particularly those in formal 

educational settings, this study also sought to discover if transfer can be observed from 

the training in mining born digital texts, to an increased ability to analyze conventional, 

linear texts in print or digitized form.   

 Given that we have a number of studies into how young people act when they 

engage with born digital texts, but little about how we guide enhanced critical 

engagement, I was interested in examining any change brought about by the intervention. 

To measure the effects of change, I needed a way to assess it. As a result, I used open 

coding to derive developmental levels of engagement with the construction of texts, 

readers, context, author and the rules of notice. I ultimately derived five developmental 

levels for each of the five criteria that I use to categorize and describe the data I collected. 

The instructional tools used in the intervention study are outlined further on, and the 
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means of assessment and evaluation is explored in a further section. How the intervention 

unit differs from the conventional unit, and why, is explained below. 

Mining Texts Using the Rules of Notice 

For this intervention study, the focus is on the mining of texts for information as 

part of comprehension strategies. In past practice, the tools we most often used to develop 

this mining were the rules of notice, linked to the SDS and Toulmin prompts. Given the 

distinctions between born digital and conventional, linear texts in print or digitized form, 

I sought to find out how students might apply the rules of notice and argument to reading 

born digital texts. The SDS and Toulmin prompts were retained in both classes, but the 

rules of notice were adapted in the intervention group. Texts in the non-treatment group 

remained digitized, while the texts used in the treatment group were, where possible, born 

digital texts.  

Given Vygotsky’s (1987) insistence that direct instruction in concepts is 

“pedagogically fruitless” (p. 170), the rules of notice should not be introduced to the 

students as a model, but should rather emerge out of the work we do in class. As 

mentioned above, Smith and Wilhelm (2017) suggest that anchor charts are generated to 

record student learning and act as a reference. An example of such a reference chart is 

included in Appendix B. This has, however, not been the situation in our classroom thus 

far. Students have typically been given the rules of notice as a list, and have been asked 

to apply that list to their reading. In a change to this practice, in the units planned for this 

study, lesson plans included methods for engaging students in the generation of the rules 

of notice. The practice of giving students a rules of notice checklist may have been due to 

insufficient preparation of the cooperating teacher and the student teacher to deliver 
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aspects of the curriculum that students were are not familiar with. In order to remedy this 

situation, part of our annual training and program evaluation time was spent on training 

our cooperating teacher and student teacher in the rules of notice as they apply to 

conventional, linear texts in print or digitized form, the implications for teaching born 

digital texts in the classroom, and how the rules of notice might be developed for use 

with born digital texts (see Appendix D for the outline and timetable of the teacher 

training curriculum). The Unit Plan (Appendix A) outlines which aspects of the rules of 

notice were taught to students at different points in the sequence of lessons. Lesson plans 

were prepared for the cooperating and student teachers to include opportunities for 

students to develop, adapt, record, reference and apply the rules of notice to their reading 

when working with conventional, linear texts in print or digitized form and born digital 

texts (see Appendix E for examples of lesson plans).  

Designing a Curriculum for the Different Groups 

 This intervention study was designed to alter a pre-existing argumentation-

focused intervention curriculum for the senior groups in the Pathways program. Students 

addressed the essential question of “What does it mean to be successful?” in two versions 

of one unit of work; one version was the established curriculum which involves digitized 

texts, the second version was designed for this intervention and employed born digital 

texts and born digital reading skills. The unit plans for the material students covered in 

each class and how each area related to the five areas of investigation are detailed in 

Appendix A. Practically, the question was split into ten sub-questions that consider 

different aspects of the essential question.   
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Table 1 

Curriculum in Different Groups  

 

EQ Topic and activities Differences Between the Groups 
1.1 What Makes a Successful 

Person? Students were given a 

list of four biographies 

developed for this course. They 

were asked to rank the 

individuals profiled in order of 

their successfulness and justify 

their position in writing. Class 

discussion took place 

throughout the reading, and after 

the written argument was 

complete. 

Students in both groups accessed 

digitized texts in a Google Doc through 

Google Classroom. 

1.2 College Communications. There 

were two parts to this EQ. The 

students first analyzed 

promotional material for a 

college. They worked alone or 

in pairs to make notes on how 

the college attempted to 

stimulate interest. Students then 

worked online to find 

information and rank it for its 

usefulness after a search for 

“paying for college.” After 

ranking the sites they found, 

they justified their rankings in 

short written arguments.  All 

class discussion took place after 

the written argument was 

complete. 

Students in the control group studied 

paper brochures and flyers obtained 

from a local university.  Students in the 

intervention group accessed a local 

college website and all began their 

investigations from the college 

homepage. For the selecting and ranking 

activity, all students searched online and 

completed work on Google Docs. 

1.3 Careers in Healthcare. For this 

EQ students considered careers 

in healthcare, a major sector of 

the local economy. From the 

information they found, students 

had to make a case for the career 

they would be best and least 

suited to.  Class discussion took 

place throughout the reading, 

and after the written argument 

was complete. 

Students in the control group used 

digitized information presented in 

Google Docs. Information was presented 

in tables of written data or in graphs. 

Students in the intervention group 

received instructions on a Google Doc, 

and they completed their responses in 

the same Google Doc.  They were given 

a list of websites to consult to obtain 

data from, and were encouraged to seek 

other sites of their own. 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Curriculum in Different Groups  

 

EQ Topic and activities Differences Between the Groups 
1.4 Writing about success in 

literature. Students read works 

of literature, completing scales 

as they read and completing a 

short, written argument at the 

culmination of the task.  Class 

discussion took place during the 

reading, and after the written 

argument was complete. 

In the control group, students read 

digitized excerpts from three novels, The 

Sportswriter (1986), The Great Gatsby 

(1925) and Daughters of Invention 

(1993). In the intervention group, 

students engaged with “Episode 4, 

Hometown”, from Inanimate Alice 

(2005-2018) an electronic novel.  This 

novel was selected as it reflected the 

themes of the course, was age 

appropriate, could be accessed on our 

classroom devices, and was a born digital 

text.  
1.5 Careers in Public Service Roles. 

Students were given the 

opportunity to consider 

different careers that they may 

wish to pursue in another major 

sector of the economy.  They 

completed scales and a short, 

written argument.  Class 

discussion took place 

throughout the reading, and 

after the written argument was 

complete. 

Students in the control group used 

digitized information presented in 

Google Docs. Information was presented 

in tables of written data or in graphs. 

Students in the intervention group 

received instructions on a Google Doc, 

and they completed their responses in the 

same Google Doc.  They were given a 

list of websites to consult to obtain data 

from, and were encouraged to seek other 

sites of their own. 

1.6 Schooling and Success. All 

students read a feature article by 

Thomas Hoerr titled The 
Principal Connection / What 
Does Successful Mean? (2008) 
Students completed scales, and 

a short written argument where 

they reflected critically on Mr. 

Hoerr’s argument.  Class 

discussion took place 

throughout the reading, and 

after the written argument was 

complete. 

Students in the control group used 

digitized information presented in 

Google Docs. Students in the 

intervention group received instructions 

on a Google Doc, and they completed 

their responses in the same Google Doc. 

The article in its born digital form was 

accessed by a link provided in the 

Google Doc. 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Curriculum in Different Groups  

 

EQ Topic and activities Differences Between the Groups 
1.7 The Costs of Success. Students 

in both groups read an article by 

Linda and Charlie Bloom titled 

The Price of Success and 

compared it to a second article 

on the same topic. Students 

completed scales, and a short 

written argument where they 

reflected critically on the 

presentation of Mr. Getty.  

Class discussion took place 

throughout the reading, and 

after the written argument was 

complete. 

Students in the control group read two 

digitized articles presented in Google 

Docs. Students in the intervention group 

received instructions on a Google Doc, 

and they completed their responses in the 

same Google Doc. The first article, The 

Price of Success, was accessed in its 

born digital form via a link. Students 

sourced the second article themselves 

through an online search. 

1.8 Two or Four Year College? 

Two-year or four-year degree 

courses have advantages and 

disadvantages that we want our 

students to be aware of. After 

reading data comparing these 

two options, students craft a 

response where they argue 

which option would best suit 

their circumstances and goals. 

Students in the control group used 

digitized information presented in 

Google Docs. Students in the 

intervention group received instructions 

on a Google Doc, and they completed 

their responses in the same Google Doc.  

They sourced data by conducting online 

searches. 

1.9 Who is Most Successful? 

Students read biographies of 

three prominent figures, 

footballer Mike Webster, poet 

Sylvia Plath and scientist Alfred 

Wegener, to decide which of 

them was most successful. They 

develop a written argument to 

put their case. 

Students in the control group used 

digitized information presented in 

Google Docs and they responded in 

Google Docs.  Students in the 

intervention group received instructions 

on a Google Doc, and they completed 

their responses in the same Google Doc. 

For the sake of time, two of the 

biographies, Wegener and Plath’s were 

made available in digitized form.  

Students sourced data on Webster 

conducting online searches. 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Curriculum in Different Groups  

 

EQ Topic and activities Differences Between the Groups 
1.10 So, What Does it Mean to be 

Successful?  Students were 

asked to write an essay aimed at 

younger students sharing the 

knowledge they’d gained about 

success. They were asked to 

draw on reading through the 

course and add three online 

sources to their work by 

searching “what does it mean to 

be successful?” They selected 

sources and ranked them in 

terms of value to their 

arguments, which were written 

out. 

For the selecting and ranking activity, all 

students searched online and completed 

work on Google Docs. 

 

 

 To explore differences in the curriculum a little further, I will outline how EQ1.7, 

the mid-unit assessment task, operated in the different conditions.  In the control group, 

students were given the following prompt.  

 The topic below is a writer’s position on an issue. Read the piece, noting anything 

that strikes you (refer to the rules of notice). Complete the task that follows. 

 They were then offered a table to complete with the four areas of the rules of 

notice (in this group, Eye Catchers, Personal Appeal, Shocks and Guiding) pre-populated 

as headings, and complete scales to provide a claim and data. Students open the image by 

clicking on the diagram, then they add a mark to the scale. They then add their data 

below the scale. 
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Figure 2 

Scale in EQ1.7- Control 

 

 

 

 

 We read the article aloud as a class, then students worked individually to identify 

uses of the rules of notice and mark their scales.  This process was repeated for a second 

article.  The first article, The Price of Success, was written by Linda and Charlie Bloom.  

The article suggested that although J. Paul Getty was a successful businessman, his series 

of fractured relationships had left him with sufficient regret to undermine all that he had 

achieved. Although born digital features were removed from the text, in terms of 

contextual details, a small picture of a man and woman, presumably the authors, which 

was included on the webpage, was pasted in to the Google Doc. Students were also given 

the information “Linda and Charlie Bloom are Licensed Clinical Social Workers”.  The 

article originally appeared on psychologytoday.com on April 24, 2012, though students 

were not offered this information.  Students did not see the Psychology Today logo, site 

design, buttons, links, sidebars or any advertising present in the online version of the text. 

The article was copied from the website and pasted into the Google Doc. Both articles 

were presented in 12pt Times New Roman, single spaced. 

 The second text, J. Paul Getty Dead at 83; Amassed Billions From Oil is an 

edited version on  a New York Times obituary from 1976. The obituary lists Getty’s 
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achievements and other biographical details.  The picture presented is of a redoubtable 

though occasionally troubled individual. It is a print text digitized. Students were not told 

that the text is an obituary.  They did however see an image of J. Paul Getty, as this 

appeared in the original print story, and that the author of the text was Alden Whitman.  

Details present in the digitized text online, like the masthead of the newspaper, 

advertising, buttons and information about digitization protocols were removed from the 

digitized text we presented. Also removed was the formatting from the print edition of 

the newspaper; we recreated, in Google Docs, the New York Times’ own digitization of 

the text, while removing born digital features.   

 After reading and analysis of the two texts, students were invited to respond to 

their reading with a short essay.  A writing frame was offered as a guide, though we made 

it clear that this was not to be restrictive, but rather was designed to support independent 

thought and expression.  The guide directed students to draw on their learning about 

argumentation, and their work so far in the unit. The following is an excerpt from the 

writing frame: 

The writer’s argument was made by [DESCRIBE DATA THAT STRUCK YOU 

THAT THE WRITER USED TO SUPPORT THEIR CLAIM]. The story presented to 

readers here suggests that [EXPLAIN WHAT DEFINITION OF SUCCESS WE SEE 

IN THIS WRITING]. 
 

 In the intervention group, students were given a link to the article. The article they 

read includes the heading of the site, which include the menus Find Counselling, Get 

Help, Magazine, and Today.  Beneath the menu bar is a search field where readers are 

encouraged to find counselling and searches are “Verified by Psychology Today.”  

Advertisements for finding local psychologists and for popular articles on the site 

populate the right sidebar.  In the left sidebar a picture of Linda and Charlie Bloom 
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appears with the caption Stronger at the Broken Places. Although it is not clear that this is 

a link (the text is not highlighted or underlined), the caption links to the couple’s other 

articles for psychologytoday.com.  Other links are included in the article, marked by a 

broken line under the linked text.  Linked text includes the words marriage, divorce, and 

career, and all links are directed within psychologytoday.com. More biographical details, 

and a second image of the authors, are included at the end of the article, as well as 

invitations to connect on Twitter, Facebook and LinkedIn. Links to further stories on the 

site, like Are You a Good Wife? appear at the foot of the page, as well as advertising 

targeted by browsing history.  Students were encouraged to read and engage with all of 

the material that appears on the webpage, and to follow links. They were also asked to 

analyze the text and complete a table with the four areas of the rules of notice (in this 

group, Attention Grabbers, The Vibe, Twists, and Statements and Demands) pre-

populated as headings. After reading, students responded to two scales focusing on the 

site and the article.  

Figure 3 

Scale in EQ1.7- Intervention 

 

 Students were then asked to find another article. They were instructed to search 

for further information on J. Paul Getty by choosing some search terms, either 
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individually, or with a partner, that offers different points of view on Getty and success. 

They were encouraged to check through three different sources before selecting a 

counterpoint to the Bloom’s article.  Some of the places students found information were 

Wikipedia, CNN.com, and busninessinsider.com.  After they selected a second article, 

they again completed the rules of notice table and the scales.  They completed the same 

frame as the control group.   

 In sum, the two conditions, when they read The Price of Success both read some 

of the same words and looked at the same images as part of this task. They did not, 

however, read the same texts, firstly, as they were all constructing a different mental text, 

and, secondly, and significantly for this study, the control group read a digitized text 

shorn of the rich born digital features the intervention group had access to.  Looking for a 

resource, also meant that the intervention group was performing an activity common in 

online reading, the act of searching for corroborating, conflicting or extending material.  

This activity required students to consider the ways texts complement one another, rather 

than having texts deliberately juxtaposed for them.  This innovation emulates online 

reading patterns, but added an extra challenge for students. So, while the intervention 

group had more information rich materials to work from, they were also then required to 

process that information.  Though the control group had less information to work with, 

what they did have was tailored to the completion of tasks within the conventions of our 

classroom. Comparing how the students approached the work, and to what end, offers 

perspectives on my second research question which asks to what extent a curriculum 

focused on the writing of academic arguments supplemented by a focus on born digital 
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texts affects students’ performance on the reading and writing activities in which they 

engaged as part of that curriculum. 

Some Implications of Differences Between Control and Intervention Groups 

The discussion in Chapter 2 outlined how readers negotiate meaning with the 

conventional, linear texts in print or digitized form within socially mediated 

understandings (Rosenblatt, 1978). Schemata function as a way that the reader orders 

information mentally by grouping mental representations (Anderson & Pearson, 1984). 

As the reader of the born digital text negotiates meaning via an array of media, including 

alphabetic text, video, links and sound, diverse interactions exist between the reader and 

the different modes.  If school reading does not include born digital reading, it excludes 

much out of school literacy and does not engage with the ways that students have to be 

prepared to read (Mills, 2010; Turner & Hicks, 2015).  

The original, curriculum for this unit used only digitized texts and asked students 

to read for argument and consider the way that they are positioned in order to respond 

personally by constructing another argument in digitized form, on a Google Doc. 

Students read literary texts, lists of data, and tables of information that present views of 

success. Students who read the digitized texts were asked to consider argument and 

develop criteria, but only those reading born digital texts were asked to read for argument 

made in different ways across multimodal texts.  

The digitized texts we shared with students anticipated readers in the defined roles 

of students engaged in school reading in a classroom setting. By crafting a curriculum 

including only digitized texts chosen for their pedagogic value, we recognized the 

contexts of academic literacy demands, but in so-doing, we excluded the contexts of 
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digital media use in education and the importance of born digital reading in society. For 

example, in our digitized curriculum, students were given paragraphs of data in Google 

Docs on health care professions that laid out different points for comparison, such as the 

earning power of different professions. The intervention curriculum, by contrast, offered 

students the opportunity to read similar information in texts which involved different 

modes. The page/s they encountered may have provided the organized detail of our data 

tables, but students also found different modes of argument; personal stories and profiles, 

advertising, and institutional biographies. These modes were communicated through, 

among other things, auto-play videos, images, logos, writing, and links, all designed to 

tell a coherent, emotionally resonant story. Students were taught how different design 

elements contribute to the crafting of messages and encouraged to pursue individual and 

group readings of the texts to see how reader and text co-constructed unique reading 

paths. When our students read an argument about pursuing a career online, we had them 

think about the different audiences the text is designed to communicate with. We asked 

them to think about how they may be reading as consumers, recruits, and visitors, as well 

as students. We also discussed how their visit has been logged, and how it may have 

resulted in targeted advertising.  

Students in the control group read digitized literary texts in their conventional, 

linear form. In the intervention group, students read a chapter of the electronic literature 

text Intimate Alice (2008). In both groups students were encouraged to develop their 

understanding of the rules of notice and how they might apply them to textual 

interpretation. However, the multi-modal, multi-media nature of argument in the born 

digital text asked students to think about how a text had been authored/designed using the 
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affordances of different technologies, the technologies used to create and disseminate the 

born digital texts we engage with daily. 

The intervention curriculum also allowed students to access the supports offered 

by born digital texts. While the conventional, linear text in print or digitized form makes 

particular literacy demands of the reader, as Dalton and Jocius (2013) point out, digital 

tools can help to support literacy development, for example by using text to speech 

software. This software is not something we have used in our classroom, but the multiple 

media of the born digital text often afford different means of access, for example, when 

video augments the message of the written text.  

 As discussed in Chapter 2, when we read, we learn how to be. School reading at 

times acknowledges different ways of being and different identities, but it also shapes the 

boundaries of identity (Gee, 2001). Young people’s identities as users of digital media, 

and as represented within digital media, are often limited to that of user. Students should 

be aware of the contexts their identities are bounded by and enabled to challenge 

limitations (Selfe, 1999). The way the curriculum is changed is designed to help students 

to read born digital texts by developing interpretative skills for born digital media.  

Context of the Study 

Participants and Research Contexts  

 Harrison High School is a comprehensive high school in a large city in the 

northeastern United States. According to data reported by the local school district, around 

1000 students are enrolled at the school. The school population is listed as 54% African 

American, 34% Hispanic, and 8% White. The remaining 4% is made up of students who 

are reported to be of Asian, Pacific Islander, Native American and Mixed heritage. 100% 
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of students are classed as economically disadvantaged. The most recent figures report an 

average daily attendance of 84%. 

 One 11th grade and two 12th grade groups participated in this program, developed 

and administered in a collaboration between a multi-national firm, a local research 

university, and a comprehensive neighborhood school. This study drew data from the two 

12th grade classes, assigned control or treatment status by a random number generator. 

Fifteen students were enrolled in the control group classroom. Two students were 

excluded from the study as they did not submit any fully completed tasks, and one 

student was also excluded from this study, though he followed the curriculum, as he 

exercised his right not to participate. Twenty students were enrolled in the treatment 

group, although one student was excluded as he did not complete any full tasks. All of the 

remaining students in this group agreed to participate in the study. One student (Raz) left 

school during the semester, and another (Nabila) arrived towards the end of semester. I 

draw on data from all students, in both treatment and control groups, who agreed to 

participate in the study and who completed at least two of the ten assessment tasks.  

The same classroom teacher led the classroom throughout the intervention. She 

was responsible for teaching the majority of lesson content, recording attendance, 

allocating grades, and maintaining the classroom environment. For the majority of the 

duration of this study she was assisted by a student teacher who taught or assisted in the 

teaching parts of both the intervention and established curriculum. The student teacher 

was completing a placement for the same university where I am completing my studies. 

The student teacher’s teaching mentor was also my dissertation supervisor, who is also 

this study’s principal investigator.  
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I trained as a secondary English teacher in the United Kingdom. I have eight years 

of middle and high school teaching experience in the UK and Australia, and six years of 

college teaching experience in the United States. In my role as a researcher I held the 

following responsibilities: (1) I adapted instructional materials already being used in the 

program and developed new material in accordance with research, (2) I provided 

professional development and support for the cooperating teacher and for two student 

teachers each academic year in order to share the approach and materials used in the 

curriculum and to provide updated guidance on any innovations, (3) I visited each 

classroom twice a week to co-teach lessons and assist teachers and students. In my visits 

to the school I was actively involved in lessons, working with the whole class and small 

groups and individuals. I reviewed student work online and in person. The classroom 

teacher, assisted by a student teacher, led the delivery of the program. This occurred out 

of necessity, as I was unable to visit the school two mornings a week due to a university 

teaching commitment, and by design, as the aim of the program is to provide teaching 

tools to educational professionals engaged in day-to-day work rather than researchers 

attending to a specialist curriculum. Preserving this model, the intervention curriculum 

was also delivered by the cooperating teacher and the student teacher after one and a half 

days of training delivered in the summer directly before the intervention semester. 

In the first three years of the program, students were allocated to the Pathways 

classes based on their prior academic achievement as assessed by classroom teachers and/ 

or their ambition to attend college. New for the year this study was conducted, classes 

using the Pathways curriculum were chosen by students themselves, and recruiting was 

done by the classroom teacher from the 10th grade and 11th grade cohorts. Although many 
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students completed 11th and 12th grades with Pathways, some left after 11th grade, and 

others joined in 12th grade. The classroom teacher recruited students to the class by 

participating in assemblies for sophomores and juniors where teachers advertise their 

classes. 

Many of the students involved in Pathways also participate in a program which 

supports students through the completion of their junior and senior years and assists them 

with college application and readiness. It is sponsored by the same large multi-national 

corporation that provides funds to the Pathways program. Participation in Pathways 

classes is not required in order to obtain support from the college readiness program. 

Students do not at present receive AP credit in Pathways classes. 

The students in Pathways classes were provided with Chromebooks, purchased in 

2016, with 2gb of RAM. The school is connected to a fast and reliable Wi-Fi network, 

and we had, in three years, only one network outage interfere with work. Students only 

used the Chromebooks in our classes— they removed the laptop from a charging cart at 

the beginning of the lesson and returned it at the end. Students had their own digital 

devices, but reflecting Warschauer and Tate (2017), they were typically limited to 

smartphone access outside of school. Officially the school had banned mobile phones but 

this was not enforced. School police admitted phones to the building after they had been 

security scanned. Occasionally students used phones in class as an extra screen to work 

from, and at other times they completed work on phones rather than use the 

Chromebooks.    

Instructional Context 
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 Units of work in the Pathways program typically lasted between eight to ten 

weeks, although the school’s AB schedule made timing unpredictable. It was not 

uncommon for us to lose a week’s worth of instruction time if there were school events, 

emergency procedures or severe weather closures. While this curriculum (intervention 

and control) was scheduled to be completed in eight weeks, it instead took us twelve. 

Two senior classes were used for the intervention. Following a quasi-

experimental design, one was designated, via a random number generator, to be the 

treatment group, while the other received no treatment. Participants were recruited by 

being allocated to the two classes by school administration, after selecting to join this 

course in their senior year. Many of the students had a year of argumentation-based 

instruction in the 11th grade Pathways program, but for others this was a new program. At 

the beginning of the academic year they took a pre-test sourced from a university 

placement test. While class rolls were being finalized, we began the year with a refresher 

on argument. Around mid- September we began the study unit.  

Data Collection and Analysis 

Drawing on Vygotsky (1987) and Wertsch (1991) who identified the social and 

interactive nature of learning environments, Imbrenda (2016) recommends that data be 

gathered from a range of different sources (p. 74). In addition to interview data gathered 

from stimulated recall interviews, I collected three kinds of written data: (1) pre and post-

test student writing in response to a test that approximates the college placement test (2) 

written artifacts that students produced during the course of the unit (3) a selection task 

conducted close to the beginning and end of the unit where students ranked the utility and 

reliability of sources obtained from an Internet search.  
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 Pre and post test student writing in response to a test was scored by two external 

assessors who had previously scored placement tests. Assessors worked from a 

university-produced rubric, and although they worked independently, none of their scores 

differed by more than one point. Reliability in analysis of written artifacts was 

established by having my doctoral advisor analyze a selection of data independently; our 

compared findings were complementary. Interview data is supplemental and was used to 

illustrate student perceptions of development and explain their strategic use of tools. 

The following table illustrates data collection and analysis procedures, which are 

explained further in following sections.  
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Table 2 

Data Collection and Analysis  

 

RQ Data How obtained Analysis 

RQ 1: 1 To what extent 

does a curriculum focused 

on the writing of academic 

arguments supplemented by 

a focus on born digital texts 

affect students’ writing 

performance on a college 

placement test? 

Student 

writing in 

response to 

reading. 

 

University 

placement tests pre- 

and post-instruction. 

Placement test 

responses graded 

by trained scorers 

on a six-point 

scale. 

 

Repeated measures 

ANOVA for 

significance. 

 
RQ 2: To what extent does a 

curriculum focused on the 

writing of academic 

arguments supplemented by 

a focus on born digital texts 

affect students’ performance 

on the reading and writing 

activities in which they 

engaged as part of that 

curriculum? 

 

Student 

writing in 

response to 

reading. 

 

Artifacts produced 

throughout the 

course including 

short answer and 

extended answer 

pieces, ranking 

exercises, responses 

to scales in reading, 

and group authored 

texts. 

Each piece of 

writing is coded 

for its attention to 

different aspects of 

constructedness of 

texts using scales 

developed for 

measurement. See 

Appendix C. 

Selection tasks 

completed in the 

first and last weeks 

of the unit. 
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Table 2 (continued) 

Data Collection and Analysis  

 

RQ Data How obtained Analysis 

RQ 2: To what extent 
does a curriculum 
focused on the writing 
of academic 
arguments 
supplemented by a 
focus on born digital 
texts affect 
students’ performance 
on the reading and 
writing activities in 
which they engaged as 
part of that 
curriculum? 

Stimulated 

Recall 

interviews 

supplement 

reading and 

writing tasks.  

Interviews with 

regular attenders 

conducted in 

class time as 

part of fulfilling 

instructional 

goals.  

Data is parsed into 

content units and 

coded for its 

attention to different 

aspects of 

constructedness of 

texts using scales 

developed for 

measurement. See 

Appendix C. 

 

 

Pre and Post Placement Testing Data Collection 

The reading and writing exam asked students to read a short passage, then write a 

summary of the text and an analytical response where they assessed and evaluated the 

argument. Students had an hour to complete the test and were expected to write around 

350 words. The class was divided into two groups, and there were two test papers in 

order to allow for the possibility that one test was easier than the other. Tests required 

extended answers to a passage of reading and a prompt. When the Pathways program was 

established, authentic prompts were gathered and the texts used in the tests were analyzed 

for text complexity. From a group of tests at the 11th grade level, six tests were selected 
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for the senior year pre- and post-tests. Given that the current intervention added an 

interim test using placement test prompts, prompts kept in reserve were still available for 

the end of year assessments. 

In the university tests, students were allowed to familiarize themselves with the 

texts in advance. Ahead of the testing in Pathways, we assigned test papers to the 

appropriate groups of students via Google classroom up to two days before the test. In 

class students were given a paper copy of the prompt and they typed their response.  

Pre and Post Placement Testing Data Analysis  

Student responses were collected, anonymized according to an identification key, 

and then sent to two experienced evaluators. Student responses were scored according to 

a six-point scale, and the average score between the two assessors was assigned to 

student work. A repeated measures ANOVA was used to test for significance in the 

changes in mean scores. 

Artifact Data Collection 

Throughout the course students produced a number of written artifacts in response 

to reading. Ranking activities, semantic differential scales, short answers, completion of 

paragraph frames and longer written responses were collected for evaluation. I collected 

the following artifact data from students: writing developed through the semantic 

differential scales (approximately 15 per student), short arguments of one to two 

paragraphs (approximately 5 per student) and longer, extended arguments (approximately 

4 per student).  

Artifact Data Analysis 
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The second research question asks to what extent a curriculum focused on the 

writing of academic arguments supplemented by a focus on born digital texts affects 

students’ performance on the reading and writing activities in which they engaged as part 

of that curriculum? In order to assess data in response to this question, I was guided by 

Imbrenda (2016) who provides a model for how scales can be used to evaluate artifacts. 

Imbrenda’s design uses the utterance as a unit of analysis, and I followed this model to 

recognize completed chains of written or spoken or written language as a unit of analysis. 

Each artifact produced in classwork was analyzed and coded for its attention to different 

aspects of constructedness of texts and use of the rules of notice (see Appendix C). 

Written data was the subject of stimulated recall interviews.  

Selection Task Data Collection 

 Given that readers online have to read-to-locate while considering deeper 

meanings (Coiro, 2015), and that locating and evaluating information takes on new 

significance in online environments as readers rely less on mental schema (Leu et al., 

2014; Leu, Kiili, & Forzani, 2015), finding out if, and how, instruction affects processes 

of locating and evaluating is important to understanding learner progress.  

 In order to address reading to locate and evaluation skills, students were asked to 

conduct a search using terms pre-selected for them. They ranked any three of the entries 

they found in order of perceived reliability and utility to furthering an argument. Students 

ranked the articles 1-3, and provided a short, written explanation of their choices. This 

task was completed in the first week of the unit, and again in the final week. Selection 

task data was the subject of stimulated recall interviews.  

Selection Task Data Analysis 
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 This task asked students to reflect on how they created a mental text using the 

resources and information obtained online.  Student written responses were coded for 

attention to different aspects of constructedness of texts and use of the rules of notice. 

Students in both the intervention and control groups were given the selection and ranking 

tasks. In order to assess progress across conditions, student utterances were tallied to 

score the level of attention paid to the constructedness of texts according to a five-point 

scale (see Appendix C). The sources students used were catalogued according to 

frequency, and brief descriptions of the nature of the sites students visited are provided. 

Interview Data Collection 

Stimulated recall interviews, where the student is presented with their work and 

asked to explain the thoughts that led to their decisions, enables researchers to gain a 

fuller perspective of the understandings that inform performance. The researcher’s 

subjective view can be extended and complicated by asking questions like “Can you talk 

about what you did here?” or “Can you say more about this point here?” or “What I see 

happening here is …Can you comment?” 

Stimulated recall can be used to produce qualitative data that speaks to the levels 

of engagement students have with curriculum and to provide insights into the rationale 

behind students’ decisions. Nystrand and Gamoran (1991) point out that engagement can 

be procedural, where students competently perform what teachers require of them, or 

substantive, where students are personally and intellectually invested in their learning. 

Posing questions like “So I notice you did X…what made you do that?” can uncover 

levels of engagement, and to what extent their attribution is related to instruction.  

Interview Data Analysis 
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Stimulated recall interviews were conducted with all students in the intervention 

group who were willing to participate. Interviews were conducted in class time as part of 

fulfilling instructional goals. The interview protocol was designed to stimulate 

commentary on reading and writing. I initially proposed to survey only regular attendees 

because their exposure to the intervention was greatest. I found, however, that attendance 

patterns were erratic, so I resolved to speak to all students. As I was interested in the 

effects of the intervention, I conducted interviews only with the intervention group. 

Repercussions of this decision are acknowledged in my findings and considered in my 

closing chapter. 

Interview data was transcribed and parsed into content units. Smith and Strickland 

(2001) explain that “content units are a segment of discourse designed to make a single 

point” and can be as short as a clause, or several sentences long (Smith & Strickland, 

2001, p. 14). Data obtained from interviews was made supplemental to written artifacts 

and coded with written artifacts for attention to different aspects of constructedness of 

texts and use of the rules of notice (see again Appendix C). 

Ethical Considerations 

 Participants in the program were made aware in writing, and verbally, that they 

could continue to take part in the program without volunteering as an informant. 

Informants were made aware of the research objectives both verbally and in writing. The 

informant, and their legal guardian if they were under the age of eighteen, provided 

written permission to the researcher. The approval of the Institutional Review Board 

(IRB) approval and the School District’s Office of Research Evaluation were obtained in 
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order to conduct the study. All data collected was made available to informants. 

Pseudonyms are used to protect the identities of informants.  

  The quasi-experimental nature of this study meant that the control group needed 

to be compensated following the completion of the study. In the units that followed the 

unit described in this work, tasks and activities derived from the intervention curriculum 

were undertaken by the cooperating teacher in both classrooms. While this does not 

compensate the no-treatment group fully with regards to the treatment group, it would not 

be ethical to deny the treatment group what was understood to be best practice.  
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CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 

Placement Tests 

 

Students were administered a version of a university writing placement exam 

twice, at the beginning and end of the unit. While the unit was initially intended to be 

completed by mid-November, but timetable disruptions due to school or district 

programming meant we began work in early October and completed the unit in mid-

December. Students were given a test paper with two brief argumentative prompts of 

between 400 and 500 words each. To control for differences in the complexity of the 

prompts, the class was divided into an A group and a B group. Group A’s pretest was 

group B’s post-test and vice versa. In the test students were instructed to summarize the 

author’s argument in their own words, then produce an argument of their own in 

response. Tests were scored according to a standardized, 6-point rubric. A score of 4 or 

higher allows he student to be placed into a standard-level composition course. 

Placement tests were administered in class and students were allowed a class 

period of 90 minutes to complete the test. Student work was collected, anonymized and 

sent to two trained scorers from the university’s writing program. The two scores for each 

essay were summed and averaged and the data in Table 1 were compiled from each 

essay’s average scores. 
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Table 3 

Placement Exams Means 

  
Pre-test 

 
Post-test 

 

Group M SD M SD 

Experimental (n = 9) 2 0.53 2.5 0.7 

Control (n = 10) 2.56 0.77 2.05 0.48 

Overall 2.29 0.71 2.26 0.62 

 

Note: The table shows the means and (standard deviations) in October and December by 

group for placement exams. 

 A two-way repeated measure analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed with 

Group and Time of Testing as factors. The descriptive statistics for performance are in 

the table above. There was no significant main effect of group (F(1,17) = 0.07, p = .80, 

partial eta-squared = .004) nor was there a significant difference between pre-test and 

post-test across the groups (F(1,17) = 0.00, p = 1.00, partial eta-squared = .003). 

However, there was a significant group by time interaction (F(1,17) = 5.46, p = .03, 

partial eta-squared = .24) such that the experimental group started lower and improved 

over time, while the control group did the opposite. The figure below illustrates the 

results. 
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Figure 4 

Group and Time Interaction 

 

 

 
 

 

Group and Time Interaction Experimental Control 

Pre-test 2 2.56 

Post-test 2.5 2.05 

 

Note: The graph and table show the interaction between group and time of testing for 

placement exams. 

  

 While data show encouraging signs for the intervention curriculum, the reading 

and writing students demonstrated in the two groups as a score between 2 and 3 is well 

below the threshold for entry to standard level college courses. According to the rubric 

used by scorers, student responses at level 2 did the following: produced summaries that 

did not capture the full argument of the prompt; included positions that were not well 

developed; included writing that was not sufficiently academic; and constructed 

responses that were either too short or relied on personal narrative. At level 3, more 

awareness of task demands was shown, but responses were still limited: summaries 
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tended to quote large amounts of the text and summaries missed important details; 

writing may have offered a position but it was unlikely to be adequately reasoned or 

supported; an academic writing style was not sustained in responses that continued to be 

too brief.  

 Overall, in terms of the placement tests, the results for both groups were 

disappointing. Although the intervention group’s improvement over time was promising, 

results in the control group, which also had a number of weeks of teaching, are 

concerning. In terms of outcomes for this cohort of students, performances may have still 

improved. It was unusual in our program to test in the first semester, and in terms of 

annual performance, results tended to be positive. In 2019, for example, we found that 

62% of students would have placed out of developmental writing. In 2020, the conditions 

of the COVID-19 pandemic meant that end of year testing did not occur. 

 A central concern of this study is the impact of born digital texts, and if 

introducing born digital texts provides advantages to students. Although placement test 

data does not indicate that the study came to fruition as planned, artifacts produced 

throughout the unit as part of student work offer a much more compelling insight into the 

extent and the ways a curriculum focused on the writing of academic 

arguments, supplemented by a focus on born digital texts, affects students’ reading of 

argument.  

 The following section is focused on class activities and develops a nuanced 

understanding of the way students read. Evidence of learning about the five elements of 

reading described in Chapter 2 (text, reader, context, author, rules of notice) is examined 

and the data is carefully parsed to demonstrate what students in different conditions 
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achieved. A side-by-side comparison of the groups is set up, and findings are given 

context by descriptions of teaching and class activities. A set of measures is developed 

and applied in order to investigate student reading of both born digital and digitized  

texts. I hope these measures offer useful insights into what students do with born digital 

texts, in comparison to what they do with conventional, linear texts, particularly those 

accessed in digitized form.  

 

Artifact Analysis 

Measure 1: Attention to Construction of Text 

As part of the intervention study we spent time considering the ways texts were 

constructed. We used born digital and digitized texts in the classroom, often having 

students read texts side-by-side in order to draw attention to distinctions. Following 

scholarly work (see Hartman et al, 2018) that stresses that born digital reading 

encourages the construction of mental texts by readers we were particularly interested to 

see how students created texts from their reading. We also wondered if attention to the 

components of born digital texts encouraged students to think of all texts, including the 

digitized texts they read, as information to be woven into a mental text.  

How to Read Results Tables 

I looked for patterns in the data I collected to understand student work. In order to 

describe what I saw, I divided what the students demonstrated into five levels and 

ascribed a level to each instance where students considered an aspect of the construction 

of text. A detailed explanation of how these levels were delineated is explored in a 

following section, where I share insights from student work. In order to read the tables 

below, however, levels can be summed up as follows. At level 1, students noted elements 
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of text design, implying that they saw the text as a made, or shaped, thing. At level 2, 

students noted significant elements of text design, implying that some things are more 

important than others to the construction of texts. At level 3, student work suggested that 

they recognized that choices were made in construction of the text by the creator or 

designer of the text. At level 4 students provided some interpretation of the choices made 

by writers or designers. At level 5 students evaluated the choices made in the creation of 

the text, analyzing the work of the creator or designer.  

There are three tables of data obtained using my measures. The first table presents 

an overview of the data and comparisons between the two groups. The subsequent tables  

list students’ names (pseudonyms are used), where they demonstrated a particular level 

and what task they were working on when they demonstrated the level. I noted whether 

the student was responding to a digitized text in writing (DW), to a digitized text in an 

interview (DI), to a born digital text in writing (BDW), or to a born digital text in an 

interview (BDI). To give an example, Mike, in the control group, noted significant 

textual features in a born digital text in his work on EQ1.10; in this case I recorded one 

instance of level 3 reading of a born digital text attributed to Mike’s work on EQ1.10.  

Reading the Results Tables 

Among the many students who regularly attended, there is encouraging evidence 

in their written work of increasingly high levels of understanding the constructedness of 

texts. Taking into account that there are more students in the intervention group, it is still 

notable that students following the intervention curriculum produced many more 

instances of level 3 readings of the construction of text, from which we might infer 

greater confidence in thinking about the constructedness of texts. They also offered many 
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more instances of interpretation of the choices made by authors in interviews. This 

suggests that many students are developing their understanding of the constructedness of 

texts but perhaps have not had the opportunity to develop confidence, or that written 

tasks need to be adjusted to facilitate students reaching higher levels. 

Even taking into account that interviews offer an extra opportunity to record 

references, it is still noticeable that students in the intervention group reach higher levels 

than the control group, and they record more instances of reaching higher levels as they 

progress through the course as many of the occasions where students reach levels 3-5 are 

in response to EQs 1.5-1.10. Many different factors may contribute to the higher numbers 

in the levels attained by the intervention group: something about the digital text itself 

may spur students to consider the constructedness of texts more than when they are 

studying linear texts; the curriculum used in the intervention class may have provided 

better scaffolding for student learning; the intervention curriculum may have offered 

more, and more explicit, opportunities for students to demonstrate attention to the 

constructedness of texts.  

In the control group, around a third of instances where students refer to the 

constructedness of texts appear at level 2 and they refer to born digital texts, despite that 

group only encountering born digital texts for EQ1.2 and EQ1.10. Students appeared to 

be able to pick out significant aspects of born texts more efficiently than they did for 

digitized texts, although their work was confined in the first two levels. Perhaps 

recognizing the constructedness of the born digital text came easily to students, but 

considering the decisions motivating different constructions was something students 

struggled to undertake without support.  
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Tables of Results 

 

Table 4 

Measure One at a Glance 

 

Control Group Strongest performances at 
were at Levels 1 and 2 when 
considering digitized texts 

Few references were made to 
text construction at Level 3 
and above 

Intervention 
Group 

Good performances were 
recorded at Levels 1-3 in 
reference to born digital text 

Higher levels were attained 
more regularly when 
referring to the born digital 
text in interviews 

 

 

Table 5 

Measure One Results in Control Group 

 

CONTROL GROUP MEASURE ONE RESULTS 

Student Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 

Adam  DW: 

1.2,1.4,1.6,1.8 

DW:1.6x2,1.4

. BDW1.2 

DW:1.2,1.

4,1.8. 

  

Apollo  DW: 1.4. 

BDW1.2, 1.10 

DW:1.8. 
   

Bridget  BDW:1.10x3 BDW: 1.10x2. 
   

Darrell  BDW:1.2, 

1.10. DW 1.9. 

BDW:1.10x2. 
 

DW:1.2. 

BDW:1.1

0 

 

Diana  DW:1.2,1.4,1.

6,1.7, 1.8. 

DW:1.2, 1.6. DW:1.6. 
  

Jo  DW:1.2, 1.8. DW:1.3,1.4x3

,1.8. 

   

Mike 
  

DW:1.2x2, 

BDW:1.10 

 
BDW1.2 
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Table 5 (continued) 

Measure One Results in Control Group 

 

Student Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 

Rebekah  BDW:1.10. DW:1.2x2,1.8

x2. 

BDW:1.10x2. 

 DW:1.2x2

. 

 

Reece  DW:1.8. 

 

DW:1.5, 1.8.  

BDW: 1.10. 

  
 

Sophie  DW L:1.5 DW:1.8    

Theresa  DW:1.2, 1.8. DW 

1.4,1.7,1.8. 

BDW:1.2x

2. 

BDW:1.1

0x2. 

BDW1.1

0 

Usman  DW:1.2,1.6,1.

8.  

DW:1.4.  

BDW:1.2x2, 

1.10 

DW:1.2. BDW:1.1

0. 

 

Total references to 

digitized text in student 

writing (DW) 

20 22 7 3 0 

Total references to born 

digital text in student 

writing (BDW) 

6 11 3 4 2 
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Table 6 

Measure One Results in Intervention Group 

 

INTERVENTION GROUP MEASURE ONE RESULTS 

Student Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 

Afeni 
BDW:1.2x2, 

1.10 BDW:1.2,1.3. 

BDW:1.2,1.4,1.8. 

BDI:1.5 BDI:1.4x5,1.5x3 BDI:1.4,1.6.  

Alby    BDW:1.4 DI:1.7 DI:1.7 

Ben BDW: 1.2  BDW: 1.2  BDW1.2  BDW1.2  
 

Clarice 
BDW: 1.3, 

1.5 

BDW: 

1.2,1.3,1.10 

 
BDI1.6 

 

Jackson  
BDW: 1.2, 

1.4. 

BDW1.10 BDW1.7 BDW1.6 
 

Joseph 

BDW: 1.5 

BDW: 

1.2x2,1.3,1.10. 

BDI: 1.4 BDW: 1.5 

BDW: 1.7.  

DI: 1.7 BDW: 1.7 

Karen 
BDW: 12 BDW: 

1.2,1.3,1.10 

   

Mariana 
 

BDW: 1.2.  

BDI: 1.2 BDW: 1.2 BDW: 1.7,1.10 BDW: 1.10 

Mo  
BDW: 1.2x2 BDW: 1.2,1.5, 

1.10x2  

BDW: 1.2x3, 1.4. 

BDI: 1.5 

BDI: 1.5 
 

Nabila  
  

BDI1.9 BDI1.9 
 

Oscar  
BDW: 1.2. 

BDI: 1.2x3 

BDW: 1.8 BDW: 1.4 BDW: 1.4.  

BDI: 1.2 

BDI:1.6 

Raz BDW: 1.2     

Roy  
BDW: 1.2x3 BDW: 

1.2,1.3,1.5. 

BDW: 1.3,1.4. BDW: 1.2,1.7. 
 

Sadiya  
BDW: 1.3, 

1.4. 

BDW: 

1.2x2,1.5.  BDW: 1.3 BDI: 1.2x4  

Salvo 
BDW: 

1.3,1.5. BDW: 1.2,1.8. BDW: 1.2.  BDI: 1.6. 

Sam BDW: 1.2.     

Shania  
BDW: 1.2, 

1.3  BDW1.6   

Tim  

BDW: 

1.2,1.4. 

BDI1.3 

BDW1.10x2. 

BDI: 1.3. 

BDW: 1.2x2, 

1.3,1.6. BDI: 

1.3x4. BDI1.3x5. BDW: 1.10. 

Yan 
BDW: 

1.1,1.6 BDW: 1.2,1.4. BDW: 1.2,1.3. 

BDW: 1.2. DW: 

1.7. BDI: 1.3. 0 
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Table 6 (continued) 

Measure One Results in Intervention Group 

 

Student Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 

Total 

references 

to digitized 

text in 

student 

writing. 

(DW) 

0 0 0 1 0 

Total 

references 

to born 

digital text 

in student 

writing. 

(BDW) 

28 31 24 9 3 

Total 

references 

to digitized 

text in 

interview. 

(DI) 

0 0 0 3 1 

Total 

references 

to born  

digital text 

in 

interview. 

(BDI) 

4 3 7 23 4 

 

Insights from Student Work 

In this section I illustrate the different levels by providing examples of how 

students worked. To present data, I grouped findings about levels into three themes: the 

first theme recognizes that at level 1 and 2 students noted elements of text construction 

and drew attention to significant parts of text design; the second theme takes up the ways 

that level 3 and 4 responses grappled with the ways choices had been made in design in 

order to stimulate particular forms of interaction with readers; the third theme considers 
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how in level 5 responses students evaluated choices made in text sources and in the 

readers’ own textual construction. 

Theme One: Noticing Design  

When students produced responses at level 1 and 2, they had noticed elements of 

text design and in some cases described why the things they noticed were significant. 

Responses indicated that students in both groups encountered similar challenges, and the 

number of level 1 responses suggests that attending to the constructedness of texts is a 

complex undertaking. A recurrent feature of both control and intervention groups was 

that although instruction emphasized the constructedness of texts, many student 

responses implied that texts are largely uncontrived and serve only the audience’s 

interests.  

Level 1, Control Group. Adam writes that he notices from the college brochure 

he studied for EQ1.2 that there are a number of campuses pictured, and many are “close 

to my location.” Seeing this information makes him feel good as “I want to stay home.” 

By simply stating his feelings, Adam does not seem to acknowledge how the text was 

designed to produce those feelings.  

Level 1, Intervention Group. Clarice, writing about data on healthcare careers 

for EQ1.3, contrasted headings with body text with “word titles (which made) it easier to 

look through different sections.” Clarice doesn’t consider why titles might be used, and 

how they might want to guide readers. She is approaching the construction of the text in a 

way that suggests that the text’s construction is to facilitate rather than shape reading.  
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Moving to level 2, students suggested the constructedness of texts by identifying 

particular elements in texts and how they operated, but they did not clearly indicate that 

they understood that a deliberate choice had been made on the part of the writer/designer.  

Level 2, Control Group. I have already noted above that the control group’s 

work contained many instances of level 2 responses to the constructedness of born digital 

and digitized texts, and the following, in response to studying data on two- and four-year 

colleges for EQ1.8, is representative of much student work. Reece noted that from his 

reading that there are bullet points used as “eye catchers (that) show the differences 

between community and a four-year and what (is) required.”  Reece is using a term we 

developed through our work on the rules of notice; he understands that some parts of the 

text are meant to be noticed, but he suggests the reason the eye catchers are used is that 

they neutrally show differences, rather being a way to draw attention to argument made 

through comparison.  

Level 2, Intervention Group. Raz, in the intervention group, responded to 

reading a college website by suggesting that the designers helpfully “organized tabs to 

get information” at the top of the page. What he saw made him think he could “find 

everything I needed.” What Raz didn’t do was consider how readers’ needs are already 

anticipated, or stimulated, in the construction of the text.  

Theme Two: Choices are Made  

Students identified that choices had been made in design in order to stimulate 

particular forms of interaction with readers. Instruction in both groups emphasized that 

choices are made in the construction of texts in order to elicit reader responses. When 
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they demonstrated level 3 responses students made references, explicit or implicit, to 

authors and creators choosing textual elements from an available repertoire.  

Level 3, Control Group. Students in the control group made recourse to their 

understanding of genre, for example, in EQ1.2, students in the control group studied a 

flyer and a brochure. Diana noted that the flyer was “in the shape of an owl and that there 

is a lot of red and black.” When prompted to consider why these notable things drew 

attention, she suggested that “the different shades of red and a pattern (…) gives the 

impression of being really professional.” Diana implies that she is making an evaluative 

distinction between this flyer and others she has seen, but she stops short of interpreting 

the choices made. She might have, for example, considered what goes into a professional 

product, and why a color scheme, pattern and logo promote a particular identity.  

Level 3, Intervention Group. Students, like Diana, in the control classroom are 

able to draw on their experiences of flyers and brochures, but the intervention students 

faced a challenge categorizing their reading. Over half the students in the control group 

referred to the flyer or brochure as a way of setting out particular rules or expectations, 

and this helped their analysis. We asked intervention group students in their classwork to 

identify if the pages from the site they visited, a local community college’s website, were 

either informational or promotional. Our aim was to give students a route to compare this 

site with their past reading experiences to think about how they should critically engage. 

Many students did not however clearly engage with the distinction, and how they 

categorized the site, or pages within the site, had to be inferred. Clarice, for example, 

apparently identified the site as promotional, noting how the prominence of course 

offerings interested readers looking for options: “They have a lot going on, (and) they 
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have culinary.” Sam’s work also suggests he was reading the site as promotional; he 

noted the colors and the encouraging text which make him feel “like it’s my time.” Many 

students picked up on the racial diversity of students shown on the site. Rachel notes:  

It made me feel happy because it shows how there would be different types of 

 people for me. I felt this way because in many colleges there is only one certain 

 type of people. 

 

While diversity can be used a promotional tactic to encourage students from 

minority groups to feel belonging, and students from majority ethnic groups to imagine a 

diversity-rich experience, responses like Rachel’s suggest she’s reading the site, and 

these images, informationally; she sees people like her attending the college.  

Given that students did not explicitly attempt to identify the sort of text they were 

reading, I wondered about how to understand their reading and how to think of 

implications for instruction. I considered categorizing and teaching about different genres 

of websites, but students’ level 4 and 5 responses suggest that it may be more profitable 

to think in terms of media rather than genre. I explore this point in the sections on the 

intervention group at levels 4 and 5 below. 

Level 4, Control Group. At level 4 students provided some interpretation of why 

they thought choices had been made by writers or designers. Students in the control 

group were again assisted by their understanding of the conventions of conventional, 

linear text either digitized or in print. Rebekah, reading the college publicity material, 

thought the unique design was “not normal because the sections are on the outside of the 

pamphlet.” Considering the design choices, she wrote that “it made me feel like (the 

college) is different and not like other schools because it stands out and isn’t like other 

pamphlets.” It is noteworthy that amongst Rebekah’s classmates, only one other student 
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produced examples of analysis at Level 4 or higher in response to a digitized text. Double 

the number of level 4 and 5 references to the construction of the text in the control group 

were in response to born digital texts despite students only working with born digital 

texts twice in the course. This data suggests that the way we treat digitized texts in our 

instruction should contain more opportunities to work on the constructedness of text. The 

data also hints at a willingness among students to think more readily about how born 

digital texts, rather than digitized linear texts, are made things.  

Level 4, Intervention Group. When students in the intervention group produced 

their most thoughtful work on the constructedness of born digital texts, they focused on 

the ways that media functioned, even if they didn’t give a clear indication of 

understanding genre. Their work suggests that teachers might profitably explore how 

media are used in born digital texts before considering genre. Yan, for example, didn’t 

reference the genre of the college homepage in EQ1.2, but he did pick out the importance 

of the “only video on the page” and how buttons inviting visitors to explore different 

programs were “on top of the video” making you “want to click it.” Yan is noticing that 

one dynamic page element pulls readers into interaction around it, an understanding that 

can certainly be applied in different reading situations online to investigate how media 

drive engagement. Sadiya felt “convinced” and “motivated” by what she identifies as a 

promotional site, and notes the choices made by the designer of the website and how an 

audience might respond. She explains that images are used to draw in readers, saying that 

they are used in place of words “because we want to see it, like, ourselves, seeing face to 

face, like, what we're trying to go to.” Sadiya is pointing out why these particular images 
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of students are used as part of the argument of the site. She understands that they have 

been chosen to interest students from a particular demographic. 

Theme Three: Evaluating and Creating  

Strong readings evaluate choices made by writers. Readers make texts. 

Level 5, Control Group. Students in the control group did not produce any 

references to digitized texts at level 5. A handful of references to the construction of texts 

at level 5 were recorded in response to born digital texts. Theresa, for example, provided 

an interesting reflection when she dismissed the value of the argument presented on 

planetofsuccess.com by saying, “I rank this site 1 (out of five) because it has so many 

ads. The site is unreliable. It is not secure (…) it has various pop-up ads that are pointless 

and could be unsafe.”  Theresa is evaluating the choices made in text design; a focus on 

driving website revenue has led her to dismiss the value of the site. Theresa’s answer 

implies that she is willing to incorporate material into creating her mental text if it 

satisfies her criteria for trustworthiness that she has developed through her experience of 

reading online.  

Level 5, Intervention Group. An interesting example of evaluation of choices in 

text construction is found in Oscar and Salvo’s work in EQ1.6. In their initial reading, 

Oscar and Salvo, working together, responded only to the argument presented in the body 

text, and ignored all the born digital features available to them. After reading the 

webpage again carefully and being prompted by questions on the media present in the 

page, Salvo decided that the combination of media elements on the page, including ads 

for products and memberships, convinced him that the aim of the article was financial 

gain: “it’s trying to get you to buy that book.” Oscar, referring to the social media links 
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on the page says, “Social media, you don't have to click, it still works even if you don't 

know where it goes. Looks like they want to reach out.” Oscar and Salvo reclassified the 

information they were reading from an informational, authoritative school text, to 

regarding the article as promotional material for an education business. The difference 

between the students oral and written responses suggests that if activities can be designed 

to explicitly prepare students to include media in their readings, they might begin to 

process a complex multi-level mental text. 

I found that having students discuss their work orally, the way Salvo and Oscar 

did, offered an important opportunity to have students reflect further on the ways they 

approached reading online. Tim, discussing sites promoting careers for EQ1.3, argued 

that some pages are designed to be largely aesthetic in quality, even as they seem to be 

providing information. The real aim of the page is to provide an experience, rather than 

information in order to draw readers into further pages and further clicks: 

A lot of websites will do this thing where they'll link to another article so 

they'll take one article, and it's like six different article (…) they'll have 

their one master article that talks a little bit about something and then links 

to another one 

 

 Tim’s insight into the way he thinks about media being used again suggests the 

value of teaching about media; born digital text genres are flexible and dynamic so 

concentrating on media, rather than seeking to stabilize different genres in students’ 

minds, may be an effective approach for teachers.  

Measure 2: Attention to Construction of Reader 

One of the things the intervention was designed to do was have students focus on 

the construction of readers. Guided by theories of born digital reading the intervention 

was designed to focus students on the construction of the reader. We highlighted, for 
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example, how different media sources involve and direct readers in text assembly by 

having the class compare websites offering advice for funding college, or for choosing 

careers in public service. Particular note was made of the ways in which media and 

sources followed commercial interests. 

Reading the Results Tables 

Once again I offer a snapshot of data in the tables, then list names, and where 

instances of particular levels occurred. I again note responses to digitized texts in writing 

(DW) or in interviews (DI), or to a born digital text in writing (BDW), or in interviews 

(BDI). 

I again looked for patterns in the data to understand student work and I again 

describe student work in five levels. For this measure I looked for instances where 

students considered an aspect of the construction of reading. At level 1, student work 

demonstrated evidence that their reading prompted consideration of topic, but their work 

suggests that they are working in parallel to what they have read rather than engaging 

with the source text; while something in the reading has stimulated thought, the student 

continues on to address the topic without further reference to their reading. At level 2 

students responded to the reading personally but they are not reading critically and 

written responses tend to repeat parts of the text. At level 3 students acknowledge or 

consider the reader as an active participant in meaning making. At level 4 student work 

demonstrates consideration of how readers may interpret information and create their 

own mental texts. At level 5 students considered alternative constructions or different 

interpretations of texts.  
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Students in both conditions produced the highest number of utterances that 

referred to the construction of the reader at levels 2 and 3. Their work therefore showed a 

personal response to the text, and in some cases that response demonstrated that they saw 

themselves, as readers, contributing to making meaning. Although the numbers of 

references here are encouraging, we might recall that students’ work in the placement 

tests reflected a reliance on personal narrative and positions taken on the reading prompt 

were not fully developed. The data here suggests that although students are recognizing 

themselves as active makers of meaning, they need to be trained to demonstrate their 

activity as they interpret and assemble information.  

In a pattern that is continued in reporting on subsequent measures, interview data 

produced the most high-level responses. While interviews allow targeted questioning in a 

one-to-one or small group setting, the way stimulated recall interviews were conducted 

indicates that students responded to the additional support and focus of the interviews 

rather than merely reproducing suggestions.  

Tables of Results 

 

Table 7 

Measure Two at a Glance 

 

Control Group Strong performances at 
Levels 1-2 when considering 
digitized texts, and evidence 
of thoughtful consideration 
of born digital texts. 

Work at Level 4 and 5 was 
sparse. 

Intervention 
Group 

Strong performances at 
Levels 1-3 in reference to 
born digital text in writing 
and high-level responses in 
interviews. 

The construction of the 
reader was the most 
effectively analyzed aspect of 
any of the aspect of text 
construction in the 
intervention group. 
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Table 8 

Measure Two Results in Control Group 

 

CONTROL GROUP MEASURE TWO RESULTS 

Student Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 

5 

Adam  DW: 

1.2x2,1.4, 1.6 

DW: 1.2x2, 1.4. 

BDW1.2,1.10 

DW: 1.2 x2, 1.5, 

1.8. 

DW: 1.3. 
 

Apollo  DW: 1.4, 1.6. DW: 1.8. BDW1.2, 

1.10 

DW: 1.3, 1.5.   

  

Bridget  
 

DW: 1.1. BDW1.2, 

1.10 

BDW: 1.2 
  

Darrell  
 

DW: 1.4, 1.9. 

BDW1.2, 1.10x2 

   

Diana  DW: 

1.4,1.6,1.8. 

DW: 

1.2x2,1.4,1.5,1.8,1.9. 

BDW1.2 

DW: 1.5x2. 
  

Jo  DW: 1.5, 1.6. DW: 1.4, 1.8, 1.9.  

BDW: 1.2, 1.10x2 

DW:1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 

1.7, 1.8.  

DW:1.3, 

1.9. 

 

Mike DW : 

1.2,1.5X2. 

BDW: 1.2. 

DW: 1.2, 1.5X2.  

BDW: 1.2, 1.10 

DW: 1.3, 

1.5X2,1.9.  

BDW: 1.10 

  

Rebekah  DW: 1.6, 1.7 DW: 1.8, 1.2, 1.9. 

BDW1.10 

DW:1.2x2. 

BDW:1.2. 

  

Reece  DW: 1.5x2 DW: 1.9.  

BDW: 1.10 

DW: 1.3.   DW: 1.3. 
 

Theresa  DW: 1.4, 

1.5,1.6.  

BDW: 1.2 

DW: 1.2,1.4. 

BDW1.2, 1.10 

DW: 1.2, 1.3, 

1.4.  

BDW1.2 

DW: 1.9. 

BDW1.10 

 

Usman  DW: 1.4x2, 

1.7. 

DW: 1.2, 1.4, 1.5, 1.9. 

BDW: 1.2, 1.10 

DW: 1.2,1.3, 1.4.  

BDW: 1.2, 

1.10x2.  

DW: 1.3, 

1.8, 
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Table 8 (continued) 

Measure Two Results in Control Group 

 

Student Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 

5 

Total 

references to 

reader and 

digitized text 

in student 

writing 

(DW) 

25 29 29 7 0 

Total 

references to 

reader and 

born digital 

text in 

student 

writing 

(BDW) 

2 19 7 1 0 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 104 

Table 9 

Measure Two Results in Intervention Group 

 

INTERVENTION GROUP MEASURE TWO RESULTS 

Student Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 

Afeni 
DW: 1.7.  

BDW: 1.3.  

BDW: 

1.2,1.3,1.5,1.6,1.8

, 1.10 

DW: 1.9x2.  

BDW: 1.2,1.3, 

1.4,1.5,1.6, 1.10.  

BDI: 1.5  

BDW: 1.3.  

BDI: 1.4x6, 

1.5. 

BDI:1.4x4

, 1.5x4 

Alby  BDW: 

1.3,1.4 

BDW: 1.3,1.5, 

1.10 

BDW: 1.5,1.8.  

DI1.7. 

BDI1.8.  

BDW: 

1.5x2. DI1.7 

 

Ben 

 
BDW: 1.2,1.5. 

1.10 

BDI: 1.8x3 

BDW:1.2,1.4X2,1.5

. BDI:1.4x4 

BDW:1.5X2

. 

BDI: 1.4x3 

BDI: 1.4 

Clarice 

BDW:1.2, 

1.5x2, 1.6, 

1.7. 

DW: 1.9x2. 

BDW: 1.2x2, 1.3, 

1.5,1.6. 1.10 

DW: 1.7. 

BDW: 1.2x2, 1.10. 

BDW: 1.3 
 

Jackson  
BDW: 1.10 BDW1.10 BDW: 1.3,1.4 BDW: 1.3, 

1.10 

 

Joseph 

BDW: 1.2  

BDW: 1.2x2, 

1.5,1.4,1.7 

DW: 1.7.  

BDW: 1.4,1.5,1.8.  

BDI: 1.8 

BDW:1.3. 

1.10 

BDI: 1.7x9 

 

Karen 

DW1.7. 

BDW1.5, 

1.8. 

DW: 1.7. BDW: 

1.2x2, 1.5, 

1.6,1.8. 1.10 

BDI: 1.7 

BDW: 1.2, 1.3.1.10 BDW: 1.4 
 

Marian

a 
BDW: 

1.2,1.6 BDW: 1.2, 1.10 

DW: 1.7. 

BDW: 1.2, 1.4, 1.7, 

1.10.    

Mo  

DW:1.9. 

BDW:1.2,1.5

.  

DW:1.9. 

BDW: 1.10 

BDW:1.2,1.4,1.5.  

BDI: 1.5 

  

Nabila  

 
BDW1.10, BDI: 

1.9 

BDW/L: 1.9. 

BDI: 1.9 

BDI: 1.9x5 
 

Oscar  

BDW: 

1.6,1.8 

DW:1.7,1.9 

BDW:1.10 

DW: 1.7.  

BDW: 1.2,1.4.  

BDI: 1.2x4, 1.6x5 

BDI: 1.2, 

1.6x3.  

 

Raz BDW: 1.2 BDW: 1.2 BDW: 1.2   
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Table 9 (continued) 

Measure Two Results in Intervention Group 

 

Student Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 

Roy  

BDW: 1.3, 

1.6 

BDW: 1.2, 

1.3X2 

BDI: 1.8 x3.  

DW1.7. 

BDW: 1.2, 

1.4X2 1.5, 1.8. 

BDI1.6x3 

BDW: 1.3  

Sadiya  

BDW: 1.6. 

DW: 1.7,1.9.  

BDW:1.2, 

1.4, 1.5. 1.10 

BDI: 1.2. 

DW: 1.7,1.9. 

BDW: 

1.2x2,1.3,1.5. 

BDI:1.2x2 

BDW:1.3.  

BDI:1.2 BDI:1.2x3 

Salvo 

DW:1.7. 

BDW:1.6. 

BDW1.2 

BDW: 

1.2,1.3,1.5. 

1.10 

DW:1.9. 

BDW: 1.2.  

BDI:1.6x5.  

 

BDW:1.3. 

BDI:1.6x3. 

 

Sam 
BDW: 

1.2,1.5,1.6. 

BDW: 

1.2,1.6. 

DW: 1.9 

BDW1.2 

  

Shania  
DW: 1.7. 

1.2 

BDW1.6,1.2. 

1.10 DW1.9, 

BDW1.2, 1.8, 

DW1.9 

  

Tim  

BDW: 1.4. DW: 1.9x2. 

BDW: 1.2. 

1.10 

BDW:1.2,1.4, 

1.3, 1.6.  

BDI: 1.3x4 

BDW: 1.3. 

BDI:1.3x8. 

BDW:1.10. 

BDI: 1.3x4. 

Yan 

BDW: 

1.2x2 ,1.5, 

1.6. 

DW: 1.9. 

BDW: 1.4, 

1.5. 1.10 

BDW1.2. BDI: 

1.3x3, 1.6x3. 

BDI: 1.3.  

Total references 

to reader and 

digitized text in 

student writing. 

(DW) 

6 11 12 0 0 

Total references 

to reader and 

born digital text 

in student 

writing. (BDW) 

32 56 52 15 1 
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Table 9 (continued) 

Measure Two Results in Intervention Group 

 

Student Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 

Total references 

to reader and 

digitized text in 

interview. (DI) 

0 0 1 1 0 

Total references 

to reader and 

born digital text 

in interview. 

(BDI) 

0 8 38 41 16 

 

Insights from Student Work 

In this section I illustrate the different levels and why they are important in order 

to show how the levels can be used to assess student work. Student responses followed 

three patterns, which I identify as themes below: at level 1 responses showed an eschewal 

of the role of reader — readings were either inattentive or texts were only incidental 

triggers for the students’ own thoughts; level 2 and three responses were of a largely 

personal nature and demonstrated engagement with sources and texts, in many cases 

acknowledging the reader as an active participant in meaning making; level 4 and five 

responses were active, critical readings which considered how readers interpret 

information to create the text, and discussed alternative constructions and interpretations. 

Theme 1: Readers Marginally Recognized  

Level 1 responses showed a passive response to the information presented and to 

the role of the reader. Responses coded at level 1 reflected that the topic of the reading 

had spurred consideration of the topic concerned, but there was little or no further 

reflection on the source/s of information. For this unit, in both the intervention and 

control groups, the students worked early on to establish criteria for success. The criteria 
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were put into dialogue with readings and perspectives offered by class members 

throughout the unit. For one of the criteria, students in both groups decided that 

overcoming obstacles and persevering was a good measure of success. The criteria did 

not always help guide student reading; students leapt confidently to apply criteria even 

when their reading was inattentive, and this led to misjudged summaries. A further issue 

evident in student work was that students avoided considering the construction of the 

reader by treating the text as a simple stimulus for personal sentiments on a topic, often 

those developed by their own experience. This tendency was noted across both groups.  

Level 1, Control Group. In an example of the unhelpful application of the 

criteria for success, Apollo, discussing the way success is presented in literature (EQ1.4), 

argues that learning from your mistakes is a key way to be successful. While the logic is 

sound, it is hard to make the argument from the passage of The Sportswriter that Apollo 

references. He argues that “to be successful you have to overcome obstacles” and that the 

protagonist Frank Bascombe has overcome obstacles because “when he lost his wife and 

son he wrote a book and made money off it.” 

  Reece’s work demonstrates how students might be sidetracked by strong personal 

responses stimulated by the text, rather than attending to the argument presented. Reading 

a feature article by Thomas Hoerr (EQ1.6) on the failings of traditional schooling, Reece 

finds that his personal experience corresponds strongly with what he reads. His personal 

experience, however, pulls him away from discussing his experience as a reader of this 

text. He writes: 

Most schools don't teach you how to pay bills or how to finance your 

money. I'm pretty sure if you ask a teacher they will help you, but if you 

ask me they should have a class for that. They always say that school help 

you be successful but most people don't go to college, so after high school 
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and when they start living on their own they notice how hard it is to 

finance your money and pay bills. That's why I think school’s not always 

there to make you successful. 

 

Level 1, Intervention Group. In the intervention group, in an example of relying 

too heavily on our class criteria for success while reflecting on his reading of Inanimate 

Alice, Tim argues that the Alice’s character will not find success in life as “she was not 

independent through the story needing assistance at multiple points. This means she is not 

going to develop a strong sense of self-reliance and will not be successful.” Rather than 

explore the way he read interactive born digital literature, Tim is imposing his own value 

of self-reliance. 

In the intervention group Mariana, like Reece in the control group, used the 

stimulus as a way to express a thoughtful argument on the topic of school’s role in 

success which limited the article to functioning as a springboard for her own thoughts. 

She wrote:  

There are a lot of things that school's do that does not prepare students for 

the future also there should be some things that they should do differently. 

I feel like they should be teaching us life skills to prepare us for the future 

(...) A lot of students don't have parents or siblings to teach them (...) 

Every school year we learn about the same things but the teacher's just 

changed it up or put a twist to it to make us feel like we are learning 

something new when we are not.  

 

Theme 2: Personal Engagement  

Level 2 and three responses were of a largely personal nature but demonstrated 

engagement with sources and texts, in many cases acknowledging the reader as an active 

participant in meaning making. Students often did a good job of using their own interests 

to judge the usefulness of a text to themselves, something particularly notable in activities 

where students were asked to weigh information personally. While they may not be 
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critically examining the information, they’re seeing their reading and interaction with 

what they read as the way that they are mentally forming meaning.  

Level 2, Control Group. At level 2 students responded to the reading personally 

but they are not reading critically and written responses tend to repeat parts of the text. 

Representing this tendency, reflecting on a college brochure in EQ1.2 Mike says the 

pictures of the students interested him because “they look like they're having fun” and 

that he felt “excited” and “inspired” because it got thinking about college.  

Level 2, Intervention Group. Jackson in the intervention group demonstrated a 

similar interaction with the text. In his response to EQ1.5, Jackson describes how 

information about dentistry helped him make his decision: “my attention was caught by 

the idea of self-employment. I think this would work for me because I always liked the 

idea being my boss.” 

Level 3, Control Group. At level 3 students acknowledge or consider the reader 

as an active participant in meaning making. Students in both groups acknowledged the 

reader as active. Some students in the control group were able at the end of unit (EQ1.10) 

to evaluate born digital textual features critically. For example, Theresa dismissed a site 

as useful information as it contained “so many ads.” Usman, by contrast, rated a born 

digital source highly as it appeared in Google at “the top of the list.”  

Level 3, Intervention Group. The intervention curriculum, however, gave 

students more opportunities and more guidance to critically evaluate born digital texts 

and to recognize the ways that readers are constructed through their own text assembling. 

On average each student referred to the construction of the reader five times in their class 

writing, compared to an average of four in the control group. Roy, writing about his 
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reading of a college website in EQ1.2 says, “it's a link to explore their programs that 

makes you curious” and “I want to see if they got the program I want to be in.” He's 

especially looking for a program that has hands-on work because he says he is “excited 

because I love hands-on work.” Roy acknowledges the link, the textual feature employed 

by the author/ designer, and that he as the reader has been invited to and engaged by the 

text. Students in the intervention group had, in many cases, developed a clear way to 

critically evaluate and noted ways that active readers approach texts. Nabila, for example, 

remarked about her search for a website while working on EQ1.9 that she dismissed 

some sites as “they wasn't credible.” When asked why she preferred some sites to others, 

she replied, “when you scroll down to the bottom they have references at the end.” 

Theme Three: Active Readings  

Critical readings considered how readers interpret information to create the text, 

and at times discussed alternative constructions and interpretations. For EQ1.9 students 

were asked to compare information about three historical figures and make an argument 

about who was most successful. The control group were given three pieces of data, one 

per historical figure, to work from. Students in the intervention group were given 

information on two people, scientist Alfred Wegener and poet Sylvia Plath, in digitized 

texts, and were asked to find information themselves online on the third person, ex-pro 

footballer Mike Webster. A handful of responses in each group considered the ways 

readers interpret reading and differing interpretations, but as I detail shortly, responses in 

the intervention group showed a qualitative difference. Students in the intervention group 

again took the opportunities provided by interviews to demonstrate level 5 responses. 
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Level 4, Control Group. In the control group, Jo was one of two students who 

considered how different readers might construct a text. Writing about Mike Webster she 

says, “other people might say that he wasn't successful because of his personal life. He 

was writing himself his own prescriptions to numb his pain.” Jo then lists Mike 

Webster’s personal problems before moving to discuss Sylvia Plath. Theresa, referring to 

Plath, concludes her essay, “To judge someone due to personal reasons and health, make 

them less successful? Plath was inspirational yet not admired by all.” Theresa suggests 

that some readers might not take into account Plath’s ill health when judging her success. 

While both students note the different ways that readers might interpret information, 

neither makes full use of the rhetorical device. Theresa’s essay ends abruptly. Jo adds 

more biographical detail. Neither student goes on to explore alternative interpretations. 

Perhaps in this task their approach is limited by a focus on an individual text, but it is 

interesting that students in the control group do not record references at level 4 and 5 in 

their work on EQ1.7 when provided with biographical texts to compare.  

Level 4, Intervention Group. In the intervention group students also produced 

work that considered how different readers might interpret a text. Joseph thinks about the 

way Sylvia Plath might be compared to Mike Webster and Alfred Wegener, writing 

“women shouldn’t be judged differently than men but they do. There are still people that 

think women shouldn’t do things like men and aren’t able to do it.” Afeni writes about 

Alfred Wegener, “He was a great German polar researcher (…) however I didn’t choose 

him because I don’t feel like he will appeal to my generation. Discussing Sylvia Plath, 

she writes, “I didn’t choose her as my top pick because I don’t feel as though her story 

would catch everyone’s eye.”  
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Level 5, Intervention Group. While students produced proportionally more 

examples of level 4 work attending to the construction of the reader, data from stimulated 

recall interviews suggests that considering born digital features when reading born digital 

texts had apparently contributed to many students’ understandings of the ways readers 

create texts and how readers may differ in the way they create texts. Nabila’s comments 

about active reading, referenced above, reveal how she sees an active reader practically 

approaching texts online. She continues to demonstrate a clear understanding of how 

readers might be constructed to create texts in particular ways: 

I felt like I was reading an article and the guy that wrote the article is 

trying to lead us towards the fact that you can have money, everything 

then you'll just regret it like when he said you can't be successful and have 

a family, basically. But when I read another article, it was like 

worshipping him, how good he was and like, now I can just read this and 

see what the purpose of it is. 

 

 Though Nabila does not explicitly mention born digital features in this response, 

she has been sensitized to the ways readers create mental texts. Where Nabila’s 

comments imply that reading born digital texts have motivated her understanding of the 

construction of the reader, Afeni demonstrates very clearly how considering reading in 

digital environments has enabled her to develop a sophisticated understanding of the 

construction of readers. Towards the end of the unit Afeni was invited to discuss her 

experience of reading online. She reflected, “I feel like when you click on links and stuff 

when something happens in the news, based off what you reading…you have to make a 

decision which one you're going to believe or not.” She contrasts this experience with 

reading from a digitized, linear text which is “already written there's nothing you can do. 

It's what one person thinks already.” The idea of text being not “already written” and 
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reading enabling students to think for themselves is a powerful insight into the ways that 

readers of born digital texts see their activity and opportunities.  

Measure 3: Attention to the Contexts Texts Are Part of 

Studies of online reading have suggested that online readers do not draw on 

mental reservoirs in the same way as readers of conventional, linear texts in print or 

digitized form. While texts and readers both emerge from, and contribute to, different 

contexts, the unstable, multi-media contexts of digital cultures present different 

challenges to students and educators. In the intervention group students were given the 

opportunity to create texts and reflect on the texts they created while considering the 

contexts, and in particular the commercial contexts, of born digital texts. Students were 

asked to locate information, check and question credibility, identify ideas in one and 

multiple resources, and argue from the texts they assembled into their own mental text. 

Reading the Results Tables  

 I once again looked for patterns in the data to understand student work. In order to 

describe what I saw, I again divided what the students demonstrated into five levels and 

ascribed one level to each instance where students considered an aspect of the 

construction of reading. Levels were again developed from an analysis of students’ work. 

At level 1 student work suggests that there are mutually understood contexts to texts and 

implies that texts rely on a shared experience with readers in order to convey meaning. At 

level 2 student work refers to mutually understood contexts or personal contexts. In level 

3 responses students refer to the contexts of text production and/ or consumption, and at 

level 4 responses acknowledge the importance of contexts to construction and/ or 

interpretation. Responses at level 5 discuss the relationship of text and contexts. 
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 The majority of student written responses in both groups were at level 1 or two, 

although it is notable the students in the intervention group managed to consider the 

context of text construction at higher levels than students in the intervention group 

managed. At level 1 students take for granted that concepts are shared; for example, the 

importance of college to young people is shared by readers and producers. At level 2 

students may see themselves in their reading, perhaps suggesting that they recognize that 

they're part of the audience. Their writing does not, however, critically engage with 

contexts. References to the context of born digital texts at higher levels were scarce in the 

control group.  

 Students’ understanding of the role of context in meaning making is at times 

highly sophisticated. Interview data particularly indicates that students offered high level 

responses when considering the context of each EQ studied. This finding suggests that 

students found it easiest to think critically, and express observations about the role of 

context in meaning making, when afforded personally directed structuring talk. 

Considering context (and how to read for it and write about it when reading arguments) is 

something that we could do with spending more time on in our classroom. 
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Tables of Results 

 

Table 10 

Measure Three at a Glance 

 

Control Group Most responses recorded at 
Level 1 and 2.  

Students found considering 
context a challenge. 

Intervention 
Group 

Students in the intervention 
group recorded more 
responses at higher levels 
than the control group. 

Higher levels were again 
attained more regularly 
when referring to the born 
digital text in interviews 

 

Table 11 

Measure Three Results in Control Group 

 

CONTROL GROUP MEASURE THREE RESULTS 

Student Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 

Adam  DW1.2, 1.6,1.4x2  DW1.2, 1.5,1.3, 

1.4x2 

0 0 0 

Apollo  DW1.4, DW1.4 DW1.8, DW1.8, 

BDW1.10 

0 0 0 

Bridget  DW1.4 0 BDW1.2 0 0 

Darrell  DW1.4X3,1.8.BDW1.2 DW1.5. BDW.1.2 DW1.3 0 0 

Diana  DW1.21.41.6. 

BDW1.6 

DW1.4,1.5,1.8. 

BDW.1.2 

 DW1.10 0 

Jo  DW1.6, DW1.8, 

BDW1.10, BDW1.2 

DW1.4, DW1.3, 

DW1.8. 

BDW.1.2, 1.10 

  0 

Mike 0 DW1.3 0 BDW1.10 DW1.5 

Rebekah  DW1.2 DW1.6x2 DW1.2 DW1.2 0 

Reece  0 0 0 0 0 

Sophie  0 DW1.2  0 0 0 

Theresa  DW1.4,1.81.6 DW1.21.4 BDW.1.2X2 BDW1.10 0 

Tilly       

Usman  DW1.4,1.4 DW1.2, BDW1.2  DW1.4. 

BDW1.10 

0 
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Table 11 (continued) 

Measure Three Results in Control Group 

 

Student Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 

Total references 

to digitized text 

in student writing 

(DW) 

23 21 2 3 1 

Total references 

to born digital 

text in student 

writing (BDW) 

3 6 3 3 0 
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Table 12 

Measure Three Results in Intervention Group 

 

INTERVENTION GROUP MEASURE THREE RESULTS 

Student 
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 

5 

Afeni 
DW1.7 

BDW1.3,1.5,1.8. 

BDI1.4x2, BDI1.5x2 DW1.9. BDI1.5 BDI1.5 

BDI1.

4 

Alby  BDW1.3 BDW1.5 BDI1.7 BDI1.8 0 

Ben 0 BDW1.5X2. BDI1.4 BDI1.4x5 BDI1.4x2 0 

Clarice 
BDW1.2,1.3,1.8,1.

10 

BDW1.2x2,1.3,1.5x2 BDW1.2.BDI1.6

x3 

0 0 

Jackson  BDW1.3 BDW1.3 0 0 0 

Joseph 

BDW1.4,1.5,1.8 BDW1.2,1.3,1.5,1.9 

BDI1.7 BDI1.8 

BDI1.

4. 

BDI1.

7x2 

Karen BDW1.8,1.2 BDW1.2,1.5,1.3 0 BDW1.2 0 

Mariana 
BDW1.6,1.8. 

BDI1.2 BDW1.2. BDI1.9x3 BDI1.9x2 

BDW1.2. 

BDI1.9x2 0 

Mo  
BDW.1.2 BDW1.3 BDW1.5. 

BDI1.5 

BDW1.2.BDI1

.5 

0 

Nabila  0 BDI1.9 BDI1.9 x4 BDI1.9x2 0 

Oscar  
BDW1.6,1.8 0 BDW1.2. 

BDI1.6. BDI1.2 

BDI1.6. 

BDI1.2 

0 

Raz BDW1.2 BDW.1.2 0 0 0 

Roy  
BDW1.6, 1.2. 

BDI1.6x2 

BDW1.8,1.2, 

1.3.BDI1.6 

BDI1.6 0 0 

Sadiya  
BDW1.2x2,1.4x2 BDW1.2, DW1.7 BDI1.2 

BDW1.3. 

BDI1.2x3  

Salvo 0 BDW1.2,1.3  BDI1.6x2 BDI1.6x2  

Sam BDW1.6 0 0 0 0 

Shania  BDW1.6, 1.2 BDW1.6 0 0 0 

Tim  

BDW1.2,1.4,  BDW1.5, 1.4. BDI1.3 BDI1.6 BDI1.6. 

BDI1.3x3 

 

BDI1.

3x3  

Yan BDI1.6x2,1.3x2 
BDW1.2,1.5,1.6.BDI

1.3 

BDW1.2 BDI1.3  
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Table 12 (continued) 

Measure Three Results in Intervention Group 

 

Student 
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 

5 

Total 

referenc

es to 

digitized 

text in 

student 

writing 

(DW) 

1 

1 1 0 0 

Total 

referenc

es to 

born  

digital 

text in 

student 

writing 

(BDW) 

30 

34 4 5 0 

Total 

referenc

es to 

digitized 

text in 

intervie

w. (DI) 

0 

0 0 0 0 

Total 

referenc

es to 

born  

digital 

text in 

intervie

w. (BDI) 

7 

12 23 22 7 
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Insights from Student Work 

 I again divide my findings into three themes which describe my observations 

which are ordered using a five point scale. I also describe aspects of instruction that had a 

marked impact on student learning, and describe significant differences or similarities 

between what we did and what I saw in the control and intervention groups. The first 

theme recognizes that at level 1 students rely on the assumption that there are mutually 

understood contexts between reader and text. In the second theme, students imply that 

they are considering their own position as part of the context of text and they draw on 

common knowledge and their own personal experience to interpret texts. The third theme 

highlights student responses that begin to grapple with the importance of context to text 

production and/or interpretation. The third theme considers how the most sophisticated 

student responses both acknowledge the importance of contexts to construction and/or 

interpretation and discuss the relationship of text to context with specific examples. 

Theme One: The Dangers of Common Knowledge  

Many student responses draw on common knowledge, but not thinking carefully 

about context can lead to errors. Some student work implied that knowledge or 

experience of the topics they are writing on is commonplace. When students conflated 

what personal or even contested knowledge with common understandings, they risked 

misinterpreting contexts.   

 Level 1, Control Group. When students suggest that there are mutually 

understood contexts to texts they stand on uncertain ground. To highlight the challenges 

some students faced when drawing on mental reservoirs to understand context, I want to 

use the example of reading digitized linear, fiction texts in the control group. Processing 
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an excerpt from The Sportswriter, it was clear that many students did not grasp the wry, 

ironic tone of Richard Ford’s narrator, Frank Bascombe’s, words. In her response, Diana 

argued that to be successful you need to be able “to manage your family, and your job, 

and have no regrets” and Bascombe is clearly unsuccessful as “he lost things he cared 

about, like his family, and now has regrets.” After reading a short segment from The 

Great Gatsby, Rob argues that Nick Carraway will be a complete success as “success 

comes with ups and downs.” While Diana and Rob’s arguments are not implausible, they 

can’t assume that the same yardstick they use for considering what is a good wage or 

work life balance will be applicable in all cases. In the examples above, the students 

limited recognition of the importance of context suggests that calling on their mental 

reservoirs did not alert them to irony, or to social class in the United States, or to the 

conventions of 20th century novels.  

 Level 1, Intervention Group. Learning about the role of higher education in our 

lives and the importance of the way we approach college was a major part of the unit in 

both groups. Sometimes students made unwarranted generalizations from what they had 

learned based on the assumption that contexts for all are similar. Afeni, for example, 

attributed J. Paul Getty’s success to his education, a point not made in the articles she 

read, but that emerged from her supposition that the importance of education to success is 

well established. She writes of Getty:  

In order for home to be successful he went to different colleges and 

worked very hard. The story presented to readers here suggests that when 

you get the basic education from what your interested in youll always have 

opritunitys to excell in the career. 
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The examples here from both groups demonstrate how students have grasped something 

about context but not enough to assist their reading and analysis. Their readings are not 

unsustainable, but rather do not assist them in making a strong argument of their own.  

Theme Two: The Limits of Personal Contexts  

Students are expected, as part of academic writing, to refer to more than their own 

perspectives and experiences. Reflecting on personal contexts gives some access to the 

text, but it only goes so far. 

 Level 2, Control Group. Level 2 responses differed from level 1 responses in 

that they suggested the student was measuring the text against their own experiences, 

rather than relying on their perceptions of common knowledge. While this approach 

offers some immediacy and enables the student to draw on expertise, assuming that 

personal experience is general is a risky move. When reading a feature article critical of 

school cultures as part of EQ1.6, Adam responded favorably to the article, presumably as 

it concurs with his misgivings about his school experience. “Success is built on 

confidence and teachers in schools are not doing that for students.” Similarly, Theresa 

suggests that all teachers and all schools “don’t focus on state of mind it’s all about test 

scores.” The students’ answers suggest that as their experiences map to the text, they feel 

secure in suggesting that all experiences of schools are the same. Their personal 

experience, though compelling data, can’t warrant the argument they are making. If their 

reading took in the context of text production, for example by noting that the article was 

written by an expert for a professional journal, and if they argued for the relevance of the 

contexts of their own experience, their responses would gain academic authority. 
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 Level 2, Intervention Group. For this task, the control group were given the 

name and professional role of the author, and the name of the journal the article was 

published in. In the intervention group, students were given more contextual information 

including page design features and additional texts. Many students in the intervention 

group, however, did not contend with this contextual detail any more than the control 

group did, instead concentrating on salient details they found in the text and that offered 

them the opportunity to quickly expand to their own views while leaving the details of 

the text and its context behind. Shania typifies this trend when she writes: 

From the article successful mean the capacity to face the unknown with 

confidence being satisfied with who you are and what you have done in 

life, and also live a life free from poverty and debt. I agree with the author, 

you can have a small house in Beverly hill or even a big house down the 

projects I believe you are still successful maybe even big money but low 

on education, high on education but low money your still successful in 

something. 

 

 As I will discuss in the third theme, when students were prompted explicitly to 

think about the context of the article, their responses involved much more nuanced 

readings. Student work at level 2 suggests that without prompting, or structuring tasks to 

highlight context more for students, the inclination of the students in these classrooms 

was to rely on limited contextual information, most often based in their personal 

experiences, without drawing on contexts that their readers could more easily subscribe 

to. 

Theme Three: Contextual Recognition Aids Student Work  

When students take note of the specifics of the contexts of production and/ or 

interpretation, they are able to develop more sophisticated interpretations.  
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 Level 3-5, Both Groups. Students in the control group struggled to demonstrate 

consideration of context between level 3 and five. They were, in part, stymied by a 

tendency I have noted elsewhere amongst my students to focus on the content of the body 

of the digitized text in order to produce the answers that they saw as important to school 

task completion (Kesson, 2020). Despite the provisions of the born digital text accessed 

on a digital device, students in the intervention group also found it difficult to consider 

context in their written work. In the previous research I reference above, I found that 

when school reading presents texts without important context markers, for example when 

writing in born digital texts is cut from the online text and pasted into a static, 

monochrome document, then students are enculturated not to look for those markers. Yan 

summed up why he didn’t think it necessary to go further than what he refers to as the 

“passage”: 

Some kids they might need to go and do like actually find out…click on 

the links, and then click on the links that's inside the link. They read it one 

time and get the wrong understanding. As long as you understand what the 

passage is talking about why click on links? 

 

 If students are not explicitly taught to consider the context of texts they will not 

understand how it is part of the text and how they can draw on context to develop their 

reading. This is particularly important for born digital reading as readers are not only 

creating a mental representation from the passage, guided by context, but also assembling 

an entirely new mental text from all the sources of information they’re processing. This is 

not to say that all information is processed similarly: Yan’s example suggests that reading 

priorities are firmly established, but nonetheless, the reader, Yan in this case, is 

confronted with a number of page elements that are not as controlled or limited as many 

of the digitized texts the students experience. This was something that we taught through 
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EQ1.6 and interviews that considered the EQ, and it helped students to contribute more 

about context in their subsequent work. I will discuss the rules of notice more fully in a 

later section, but I want to take one example of the way interviews were able to draw out 

student thinking about context. 

 In both the intervention class and the control group we asked the students to 

generate more ideas for what constitutes a rule of notice. In both groups we added to our 

anchor charts through whole group discussion. Despite the whole class work, the analysis 

for aspects of the rules of notice was largely perfunctory, and students made recourse to 

their habit of reading the passage and referring back to their own experiences of 

schooling. Salvo’s work below is representative of the group’s work. 

Table 13 

Salvo’s Rules of Notice 

 

Attention Grabbers Twists 

• Questions 

• hyperlinks 

• suspense 

• sudden breaks 

The Vibe Statements and Demands 

• irreverent language 

• imagery 

• things we can predict 

• cliche 

 

Salvo’s written analysis contains the following excerpt: 

In the article it talks about confidence and growth. You need confidence 

and growth in order to be successful that is one of the biggest things 

because if you don’t put yourself out there nobody will.  

 

 Salvo’s analysis changed significantly in interviews. We returned to a discussion 

of the implications of links in the page; the author of the article had a book for purchase; 

the journal sought subscribers; a conference was advertised. Salvo argued the article was 

not primarily about school improvement, but was “trying to get us to buy the book.” I 
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asked Salvo if he would have come to this conclusion if the text wasn’t online. He 

decided “online (the ads) are for cyber Monday, tutoring” and that social media links 

were included “to get they brand across, to make money.” Salvo is considering how texts 

are produced, and consumed within contexts, and it is particularly telling that his 

interpretation now considers the commercial nature of the internet. Many of Salvo’s 

observations would not have been possible without the born digital text.  

Measure 4: Attention to Intentions of Authors and/or Designers 

Instruction encouraged students to think about how readers can gain meaning 

from texts by looking for indications of writers’ or designers’ intentions. We wanted 

students to consider how writers and designers might imagine or might want to shape 

their readers, and their readers’ contexts.  When students considered the readers texts as 

anticipated, or conjured, it provided opportunities to look carefully at the intentions 

authors and designers might harbor. Considering the assertion that readers of born digital 

texts are text creators, considering the ways that readers assemble their own text 

according to their own experiences and perspectives allows us to think about how born 

digital texts are designed to sustain some assemblies more than others.  

Reading the Results Tables 

 I maintained my practice of looking for patterns in student work and describing 

what I saw across five levels, developed from reading student work. Each unbroken chain 

of writing or talk was given a level, and instances of levels being demonstrated are 

recorded in the tables below. At level 1 students repeated or described the text in a way 

that implied that they understood the text had been crafted, though there was no explicit 

mention of the creator’s intentions. For level 2, some parts of authors’ arguments are 
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identified, and their intentions are assumed. Students who produced level 3 responses 

identified some intentions of the author or designer. At level 4, responses demonstrated 

that students had considered how the aims of the text guided the decisions of authors and 

designers, and at level 5 responses interrogated the approach of author or designer and 

considered alternative approaches.  

The majority of written references in both groups were at lower levels. 

The majority of references to texts in interviews are at higher levels. This finding 

suggests that students had not been habituated to thinking about author or 

designer intentions as part of normal class work, and they needed additional 

support to express their insights. 

 Students in the control group considered the intentions of authors or 

creators to the greatest extent when working on EQ1.2, 1.6 and 1.7. Students in 

the control group referenced the intentions of authors and designers nine times in 

writing for EQ1.6 and 1.7, and thirteen times for 1.2. In the intervention group, 

students, in writing, referenced EQ1.2 and 1.6 twenty-two times, and EQ1.7 

fourteen times. Part of this tendency can be explained by the tasks set. For EQs 

1.2, 1.6 and 1.7, students in both groups were explicitly asked to gauge the 

intentions of authors or designers, unlike for EQ1.3, 1.5, and 1.9 where students’ 

attention was most explicitly directed to reading for information to synthesize into 

an argument where they shared their own perspectives, rather than primarily 

critiquing an argument made by others. In EQ1.8 students in the intervention 

group alone were asked whether the site they were reading was designed to sell or 

inform. Students either refused to engage with the question or rejected any 
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commercial impulse behind the sites. These findings suggest that students in the 

intervention group were more prepared, or inclined, to think about argument 

without considering motives, even after completing the majority of the unit. 

 

Tables of Results 

 

Table 14 

Measure Four at a Glance 

 

Control Group Good performances recorded 
at Levels 1 and 2 in both 
groups. 
 

EQ1.2, 1.6 and 1.7 provided 
the highest number of 
responses perhaps as 
students were asked to focus 
on author intentions. 
 

Intervention 
Group 

Higher levels attained more 
regularly when referring to 
the born digital text in 
interviews, but students 
evidently still found 
construction of the author a 
challenging area. 
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Table 15 

Measure Four Results in Control Group 

 

CONTROL GROUP MEASURE FOUR RESULTS 

Student Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 

Adam  DW1.2,1.6 DW1.2, 1.6 0 DW1.2 0 

Apollo  0 0 0 0 0 

Bridget  0 0 BDW1.10 0 0 

Darrell  DW1.6. 

BDW1.10 

DW1.2,1.7. 

BDW1.10 

DW1.2 0 DW1.8 

Diana  DW1.6 DW1.7  DW1.6,1.7 0 0 

Jo  DW1.6. 

BDW1.10 

DW1.4. DW1.7x2 DW1.7 0 

Mike DW1.2DW1.6 0 0 0 0 

Rebekah  0 BDW1.10 DW1.2x2 DW1.2 0 

Reece  0 0 0 0 0 

Sophie  0 0 0 0 0 

Theresa  0 DW1.4.BDW1.2,1.10 DW1.7 BDW1.10 0 

Usman  DW1.6, DW1.6 DW1.2, DW1.7  DW1.2, 

DW1.7 

0 

Total 

references to 

digitized text 

in student 

writing (DW) 

9 9 8 5 1 

Total 

references to 

born digital 

text in student 

writing 

(BDW) 

2 4 1 1 0 
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Table 16 

Measure Four Results in Intervention Group 

 

INTERVENTION GROUP MEASURE FOUR RESULTS 

Student Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 

Afeni 
BDW1.6. 1.10. 

BDI1.5 BDW1.6. BDI1.5x2 

BDI1.4x4. 

BDI1.5x1 

BDI1.4x2. 

BDI1.5x3 

Alby  0 0 0 BDI1.4  0 

Ben 
BDW1.6 0 BDI1.6. 

BDI1.4 

0 0 

Clarice BDW1.2,1.6,1.3x3 BDW1.10 BDI1.6 BDW1.7x3 0 

Jackson  BDW1.3  0 0 0 0 

Joseph BDW1.2,1.6 DW1.7. DI1.7x2 BDI1.7 0 

Karen 
BDW1.2,1.3,1.6. 

DW1.8 

DW1.7,BDW1.2 0 0 0 

Mariana 
BDW1.2,1.6,1.8,1.10 

BDW1.2,1.4. 

DW1.7 BDW1.2  BDW1.2   

Mo  BDW1.2x3. BDI1.5 0 BDI1.5 BDI1.5 BDI1.5 

Nabila  0 0 BDI1.9 BDI1.9 0 

Oscar  
BDW1.2,1.6,1.4 0 BDI1.6. 

BDI1.2 

0 0 

Raz BDW1.2 0 0 0  

Roy  
BDW1.6, 1.2 0 BDW1.2 DW1.7. 

BDI1.6 

0 

Sadiya  
BDW1.2 

BDW1.2, 1.6. 

DW1.7. BDI1.2 

BDW1.6. 

BDI1.2 

BDW1.3. 

BDI1.2 

0 

Salvo 
BDW1.6, 1.10 BDW1.6 BDW1.2,1.6, 

1.7 

0 0 

Sam BDW1.2, DW1.7 0 0 0 0 

Shania  
0 BDW1.6. 

DW1.7 

0 0 0 

Tim  
BDW1.3,1.6  0 BDW1.6,1.10. 

BDI1.3x6 

BDW1.10. 

BDI1.3 

Yan BDW1.6,1.10 BDW1.2,1.3. 0 BDI1.6 0 
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Table 16 (continued) 

Measure Four Results in Intervention Group 

 

Student 
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 

5 

Total 

references 

to 

digitized 

text in 

student 

writing 

(DW) 

2 5 0 1 0 

Total 

references 

to born 

digital 

text in 

student 

writing 

(BDW) 

35 11 5 5 1 

Total 

references 

to 

digitized  

text in 

interview. 

(DI) 

0 0 3 0 0 

Total 

references 

to born 

digital 

text in 

interview. 

(BDI) 

2 1 10 15 7 

 

Insights from Student Work 

 

Discussion of how students paid attention to the intentions of authors or creators 

is again divided into three themes. I describe any noteworthy differences between the 

way each class ran, and the work the students produced. The first theme is that reading 

for authorial intentions, at its most basic level, describes what the author or creator did, 
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though authorial or creative motivations remain implicit. The second theme of findings is 

that considering author or designer intentions and use of different approaches or 

strategies is an essential, but challenging, aspect of critical reading. The final theme is 

that when students consider how the aims of the text have guided decisions of author or 

designer, and interrogate the author or designer’s intentions, they produce strong critical 

responses. 

Theme One: Basic Responses Describe Reading  

Reading for authorial intentions, at its most basic level, describes some of 

what has been presented by an author or creator, but student work only implied 

consideration of intentions. Students’ responses were coded at the first two levels 

when their work showed that they were thinking about the author’s argument, but 

that their limited consideration of intentions conflated the argument they read 

with the author or designer’s intentions. Limiting the intentions of the author or 

creator to impartial providing of information is particularly notable in reading of 

born digital texts; credulous readings of texts makes readers vulnerable to 

commercial interests.  Writing about EQ1.8, where students considered data about 

two- or four-year college outcomes, students in both groups suggested that the 

design of sites was to share information in the cause of demonstrating options. 

Working on EQ1.6, where students read a feature article in digitized form 

(sourced from online content and stripped of born digital features) or in born 

digital form, student responses in both groups demonstrated a similar tendency to 

imply that the author or designer’s intention was to present a perspective on an 

issue.  
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 Level 1 and 2, Control Group. Considering data comparing two- or four-

year colleges, Reece noted that bullet points were used to “show the differences 

between community and a four-year and what required.” Theresa suggested that 

tables in the text are used “to show side by side comparisons” and to “show 

contrast.” Also in the traditional class, Usman noted that there tables in the 

document are used to give “insights/bring to attention.” For EQ1.6, when asked to 

comment on the author’s view of the role of schools in nurturing success, Darrell 

said that the author is arguing that success is perhaps measurable, perhaps 

unmeasurable, as they said that “a person is never successful, but is always in the 

process of becoming successful.” Diana said she believes the author thinks 

success is unmeasurable. “I know this because he talks about how (…) schools 

focus too much on grades and other measurable things and he disagrees with 

that.” 

 Level 1 and 2, Intervention Group. In the intervention group, responding to 

EQ1.8, Oscar was asked to decide if he thought a site he found on college success, 

communitycollegereview.com, was designed to inform or sell. He decided “this website 

was designed to inform because he had facts and graphs.” Joseph, who found the same 

website, argued that data was designed to inform as it “shows us information about 

graduation rates.” Reading EQ1.6, students imply that the aim of the articles was to 

present a critique of schooling and its role in success. Ben said the author thinks success 

is unmeasurable as he “gave multiple reasons that justify success is unmeasurable.” 

Karen concluded that the author argues that schools are unsuited to preparing students for 
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success because “it’s just saying that school is just the beginning of life success and there 

are certain things that schools don’t teach us.”  

Theme Two: Readers Must Consider Why Moves are Made 

Considering author or designer objectives and why different approaches or 

strategies are employed is an essential, but challenging, aspect of critical reading. 

For EQ1.7 students in the control group read two digitized texts. Students in the 

intervention group studied one text in common with the control group, but that 

text was made available in its original, born digital form via a link. Students were 

then asked to search for another text online in order to compare texts. Both sets of 

students were asked to reflect on whether the articles they read were designed to 

inform or persuade. On the basis that online reading requires students to assemble 

their own texts from sources, we also asked students in the intervention group to 

think about the site hosting the article and which readers were being invited to the 

text. 

 Level 3, Control Group. Students in the control group addressed the author’s 

intentions in The Price of Success when considering the thrust of author Linda Bloom’s 

argument. Theresa wrote that “The story presented to readers here suggests that if you’re 

unsuccessful in your relationship, then you are not successful at all. The writer’s 

argument was made by Paul Getty’s relationship status.” Diana noted that “by giving 

examples of Getty’s money and other examples of his family and comes to the conclusion 

that we can learn from this. She believes we will realize that our net worth isn’t worth as 

much as we would think and there are things more important.” Students found it harder to 

gauge the intentions of the author of the New York Times’ obituary of Getty. Diana 
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concluded the author intended to convince readers to go to college as it will “get you 

further along” and Theresa thought the aim of the article was to show that you will 

achieve success when you can “spark an idea.” Two factors are relevant to 

contextualizing their responses; we study many more feature articles than obituaries in 

the eight units of our program, and the students had only the name of the author in terms 

of extra-textual information to work with. 

 Level 3, Intervention Group. Despite working with feature articles in their born 

digital contexts, students apparently found thinking about the aim of articles, and the 

concept of sites expecting readers, a significant challenge. Yan, for example, hedged his 

bets and opined that the article was both designed to inform and persuade, but he didn’t 

explain his reasoning. Yan didn’t engage with the idea of expected readers, but digressed 

to say that a relationship “isn’t the most important (thing) some people don’t even believe 

in being in a relationship.” Salvo was the lone student to reason how the intentions of the 

site could be read by thinking about the readers who are invited to the text. He wrote that 

the site expects readers who see relationships as relatively important as the site “is 

making the reader think about working out relationships as you make to success.” Salvo’s 

argument, that the writer is not wishing to disparage success in other forms, but is, rather, 

arguing for relationships as a priority, is a thoughtful interpretation of the motives of the 

writers (who are counsellors and popular authors) and Psychology Today, a popular, mass 

market magazine.  

 The class teacher reported that it took students in the intervention group a lot 

longer to complete EQ1.7 than the control group. She suggested that this was due to the 

amount of time it took students to search for, and feel satisfied with, an additional article. 
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This perhaps explains the tendency among students to skip questions about the aim of the 

article and the way the site positioned itself and its audience. Only five of the students 

attempted the scales for the second article, and none of them fully completed this part of 

the task. Although students in the intervention group did not, in the main, respond to the 

challenge of thinking about authorial intentions in writing, some students found more 

confidence in interviews, suggesting that we need to spend more time offering practice in 

considering how the intentions of authors and designers can be read. Joseph, in 

conversation with Alby, said, “I think the writer can move you like 70%, because the 

writer can change the way you think on things by the way they write.” Alby agreed with 

this assessment, remarking that we were encouraged to dismiss Getty by “the way they 

described their past relationships, and the way he (the authors) described his exes. Each 

person described, you know like it was nothing, just a list.”  

Theme Three: …And Who Writing is for  

Considering how an author has invited and constructed their audience can offer 

students important ways to interrogate the intentions behind texts. Student work 

highlighted that this is an area where more support is needed. References to authorial 

intentions were sparse in student writing. The intervention group were able to 

demonstrate engagement when supported by interview protocols.  

 Level 4 and 5, Control Group. Students in the control group provided 

most references to authorial intentions from their reading of EQ1.2. Asked about 

why the brochure had been designed in the way it was, Usman remarked on the 

“professional appearance, the white letters and designs (that) popped out, (and) 

made me interested (and) want to attend.” The aim of the designer was to “catch 
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my attention (create) curiosity, make me wonder.” Rebekah argued that the 

university uses impressive numbers to recruit students by suggesting they’ll “have 

great outcomes (as the university) has great goals for their students.” 

 Level 4 and 5, Intervention Group. In order to examine further the 

theoretical position that readers of born digital or online texts are constructing 

their own texts as they read (Hartman et al., 2018), we studied born digital 

literature for the first time in this program. Students read a chapter from 

Inanimate Alice and reflected on their experiences. While we were limited by the 

unavailability of Flash player, and we had to read the story as a class, we were 

able to focus students on the scales they completed when reading by pausing the 

story to complete the work. Students, however, still found the experience 

innovative and discussions, in particular, generated interesting insights. We 

discussed at some length how the story had been constructed to suggest gameplay 

and the writers intended to play with the conventions of meaning making in texts. 

Written work paid cursory attention to these intentions. Roy, Alby, Ben, Yan and 

Mariana, for example, all claimed that reading could be part of a game, but 

offered no explanation of their position. In interviews, however, students offered 

thoughtful and well-reasoned insights into how authors and designers guided 

readers. Alby and Joseph discussed how Brad, the guide who appears to help 

Alice (and the readers) escape from an abandoned warehouse is hardly an unusual 

textual device. They see that the writers of this born digital text want to highlight 

how writers of all texts guide our perceptions, and readers tend to rely on the 

conventional signposts.  
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 Joseph: Brad’s kind of talking…when I think about the rules of 

notice, I guess like tone, or maybe a quote, it’s like telling you how to 

think. 

 Alby: like an expert opinion, it was a choice to use. Like it wasn’t 

like you had to follow him, it was a choice, like when we’ve got an expert 

talking. 

 

 Alby and Joseph have grasped that authors and designers often convince 

readers by encouraging readers to defer to the path or perspective presented. It’s 

more challenging not to follow Brad, and perhaps more fun, but following Brad 

allows you to complete the aim of freedom for Alice. In the case of Inanimate 

Alice, the writers aim to show values of resilience and faith in friendship.  Joseph 

and Alby have seen how the text made its argument, hopefully preparing them as 

readers of texts that present more contentious or challenging arguments. 

Measure Five: Attention to the Rules of Notice 

 

 Students in both groups were taught about the rules of notice. Smith and Wilhelm 

(2017) offer four ways that authors orient readers: direct statements or generalizations, 

ruptures, calls to attention, and reader’s response (p. 23).  Using these categories as a 

guide rather than a model, students labelled the categories of the rules of notice, and we 

used anchor charts to record the class work. Charts were routinely referred to in student 

work, and were updated through class discussion. The anchor charts are recreated below. 

Reading the Anchor Charts and Results Tables  

 I once again divided what I saw into five levels with each utterance being given a 

level.  At level 1 students made an isolated reference a salient textual feature. While at 

level 1 it was possible to infer that student work had been directed by the rules of notice, 

at level 2 the influence of teaching about the rules of notice was stronger. Students 

provided several examples of noticeable textual features but did not explicitly reference 
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the rules of notice. At Level 3, students identified notable textual features and categorized 

observations according to the rules of notice. Level 3 is distinguishable from levels one 

and two as explicit reference to the rules of notice implies that students see texts as 

constructed, and the rules of notice as a way to pick through techniques used in 

construction. For Level 4, students noted a rule of notice and their own responses, and at 

level 5 students consider writer intent and reader response.  

 Students evidently have some facility with using the rules of notice to observe and 

record textual features. While both groups recorded a number of instances in writing at 

levels two and three, use of the rules of notice in writing at levels four and five were rare. 

Students did, however, demonstrate engagement with the rules of notice in interviews. 

 For EQ1.8 where we compared data on two-year and four-year colleges, students 

in the control group recorded eleven references, at levels three to five, to the rules of 

notice. In the intervention group only one reference to the rules of notice was made in 

writing between levels three and five. While students were asked to do the same task, 

recording instances of the rules of notice being used, the differing student responses 

suggest that the accessibility and clarity of a deliberately collected and presented data set 

allowed students more opportunities to practice honing skills than did a task that asked 

students to find and analyze their own data.  

 By contrast, for EQ1.6, students in the intervention group found more to discuss 

in terms of the rules of notice than students in the control group did. As noted before, the 

text studied for EQ1.6 in the control group was a digitized text, shorn of its born digital 

features, that presented very little in terms of additional contextual information for 

readers. The intervention group read the linear textual features of this argument in their 
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original born digital context; students did not read the text differently, but rather read a 

different text where sidebars, menu options, hyperlinks, typography, layout and color 

scheme were among the features of the text students read.  

Anchor Charts 

Table 17 

Control Group Anchor Chart 

 

Eye Catchers- things that made us sit 

up and pay attention 

Personal appeal- things that get you to 

respond emotionally 

Use of color 

Mascots 

Neatness 

Titles 

List 

Punctuation- dash, stops, run ons 

Quotes 

Paragraph length 

Updates 

Repetition 

Insider view 

Images 

Legends 

Metaphors 

Dates and times 

You feel you’re there 

Characters 

Tone 

Possessives 

The other side- being fair 

Strong language 

Comparison 

Trademarks 

Expectations 

Shocks- things you don’t expect or 

that change your thinking suddenly 

Guiding- writer uses general principles, 

generalizations 

Sudden changes or surprising things 

Oh s—t! 

Sad things 

Outdated 

Inappropriate 

Unexpected- small or big numbers 

Personal info (money, drugs) 

Broken cliché 

Exaggeration 

Hyperbole 

Change in paragraph length 

Unexpected formality 

Drawing in 

Stereotypes 

Motivation 

Belonging- possessives 

‘Everybody knows’ (generalization) 

Experts 

Balance 

Taking sides 

Advice 

Conclusions 

Categorization 

Rhetorical questions 
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Table 18 

Intervention Group Anchor Chart 

 

Attention Grabbers The Vibe 

Personal info 

Headers 

Videos 

Logos 

Italics 

Hyperlinks 

Lists 

Bullet points 

Questions 

Bold Letters 

Openers 

Quotations 

Strong vocabulary 

References 

Poor spelling/ grammar 

Font change 

Graphs/ charts 

Domain name 

Descriptive writing 

Vibe or variation of colors 

Feeling individually involved 

Evocative examples of activities 

Exciting or emotional scenes 

Irreverent language 

Imagery 

Calls for empathy 

Lists 

Dehumanizing language 

Dramatic language  

Twists Statements and Demands 

Suspense 

Cliffhangers 

Climax 

Sudden breaks 

Unusual language 

Format changes 

Punctuation (dashes etc.) 

Space for reader response 

Changes in tone 

Contradictions 

Different than expected 

Changing images 

Editorializing 

Cliché 

Things we can predict 

Typical situations 

Links (evidence) 

Expert opinions 

Rhetorical questions 

Bold statements 

Inclusive statements 

Telling you what to think 

Leading heading/ title 

Order of information 
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Tables of Results 

 

Table 19 

Measure Five at a Glance 

 

Control Group Strongest performances 
were recorded at Levels 2 
and 3 when considering 
texts. 

Few references made 
construction at Level 3 and 
above 

Intervention 
Group 

Good performances at Levels 
1-3 in reference to born 
digital text 

Responses in interviews on 
the rules of notice occurred 
less frequently than 
responses in writing.  

 

Table 20 

Measure Five Results in Control Group 

 

CONTROL GROUP MEASURE FIVE RESULTS 

Student Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 

Adam  0 DW1.2, 1.3,1.4. BDW1.2, 

1.10. 

DW1.3,1.8 DW1.5 0 

Apollo  0 DW1.3 DW1.5,1.8 0 0 

Bridget  0 DW1.10, DW1.3 DW1.8  DW1.8 DW1.8 

Darrell  

0 

DW1.2,1.3,1.4,1.5,1.6,1.9. 

BDW1.2 

DW1.4,1.9 0 0 

Diana  0 0 DW1.3,1.8,1.9 DW1.5 DW1.9 

Jo  0 DW1.6, BDW1.2 DW1.3, 1.8 0 0 

Mike 0 DW1.2, BDW1.10  0 0 

Rebekah  0 DW1.2. BDW1.10 DW1.6,1.8 DW1.7 

 

DW1.9 

Reece  0 DW1.3 DW1.3, 1.8 0 0 

Sophie  0 0 DW1.3 0 0 

Theresa  0 DW1.3,1.4, BDW1.2, 

1.10 

DW1.8 0 0 

Usman  BDW1.10 DW1.3, BDW1.2 DW1.8, 

BDW1.10 

DW1.5 0 
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Table 20 (continued) 

Measure Five Results in Control Group 

 

Student Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 

Total 

references 

to digitized 

text in 

student 

writing 

(DW) 

0 19 19 7 3 

Total 

references 

to born 

digital text 

in student 

writing 

(BDW) 

1 9 1 0 0 
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Table 21 

Measure Five Results in Intervention Group 

 

INTERVENTION GROUP MEASURE FIVE RESULTS 

Student Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 

Afeni 
BDW1.1

0 0 DW1.9 BDW1.2, 1.3 

BDI1.4.BDI1.

5 

Alby  
0 BDI1.4 

BDW1.3 . 

BDI1.8 0 

BDI1.7 

Ben 
0 

BDI1.4 
BDW1.5,1.3. 

BDI1.8 

BDI1.8 0 

Clarice 
DW1.6. BDW1.10, BDI1.6 BDW1.6, 1.5, 

1.8 

0 BDW1.3, 1.5 

Jackson  0 BDW1.10 BDW1.3,1.6 BDW1.6 BDW1.6 

Joseph 
0 

BDW1.6,1.10 BDW1.5,1.2. 

BDI1.8 BDW1.3 DI1.7 

Karen 
BDW1.8 0 BDW1.5  BDW1.2,1.3,1.

5 

0 

Marian

a 0 BDW1.2,1.10. BDI1.2 

BDW1.6,1.8. 

BDI1.2 0 0 

Mo  0 BDW.1.2 0 BDW1.5.  BDI1.5 

Nabila  0 BDI1.9 0 BDI1.9 0 

Oscar  
BDW1.8 

BDI1.6. BDW1.10. 

BDI1.2 

BDW1.6,1.3 BDI1.2 BDI1.2 

Raz BDW1.2 BDW1.2 BDW1.5 0 0 

Roy  
0 BDW1.2,1.5,1.81.10. 

BDI1.6 

BDW1.3.1.5,1.

6. BDI1.8 

BDI1.2 DW1.7 

Sadiya  
BDW1.2 

 

DW1.7, BDW1.9. 

BDI1.2 BDW1.3,1.6 BDI1.2 

BDI1.2 

Salvo 
BDW.1.8 BDW1,8 BDW1.3,1.5,1.

6 

0 0 

Sam 0 0 DW1.7 0 0 

Shania  0 BDW1.8 BDW1.6 0 0 

Tim  
0 BDW1.10, BDI1.3 BDW1.6  BDW1.4. 

BDI1.3 

BDI1.3 

Yan 
BDW1.6  BDW1.2.BDI1.6.BDI1.

3 

BDW1.3,1.5,1.

6 

0 0 
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Table 21 (continued) 

Measure Five Results in Intervention Group 

 

Student Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 

Total 

references to 

digitized text 

in student 

writing (DW) 

1 1 2 0 1 

Total 

references to 

born  digital 

text in student 

writing 

(BDW) 

7 18 29 10 3 

Total 

references to 

digitized text 

in interview. 

(DI) 

0 0 0 0 1 

Total 

references to 

born digital 

text in 

interview. 

(BDI) 

0 12 5 6 6 

 

Insights from Student Work 

 

Discussion of how students paid attention to the intentions of authors or creators 

is this time divided into two themes. The first theme is that learning about the rules of 

notice offers students a way to read texts deliberately, but students need time for tools to 

embed. The second theme expresses that students, if they are supported, often use the 

rules of notice very effectively. 
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Theme One: It Takes Time  

Learning about the rules of notice offers students a way to read texts deliberately 

but students need time for tools to embed. Students who are developing an understanding 

of how to use the rules of notice in their reading demonstrate three different uses of the 

rules of notice in their work. While nominated as levels one to three, imposing a 

hierarchy here is not as useful a way to describe progress as the levels for previous 

measures were. Each level describes a different way that some identifiable progress is 

being made towards seeing what readers should notice as they read for meaning, but, 

although students are looking for, and perhaps categorizing, direct statements, ruptures, 

calls to attention and readers response, responses are limited. Student work may reveal 

that students see identifying the rules of notice as an end in themselves, rather than using 

the rules as a tool to help critical reading.   

 Level 1-3, Control Group. Where students supplied data from texts in a 

way that suggested they had been guided by working on the rules of notice, their 

work was allocated to level 1. Usman, alone in this group at level 1, seemed to 

use the work we had done on the rules of notice when he picked that he valued a 

site he found in EQ1.10 because “it was at the top of the list with the most 

information about success.” Usman seems to be guided by the rules of notice to 

pick up what appears first on the page, but as he is in the control group he has not 

been thinking about born digital reading and how the rules of notice might need to 

be adapted. At level 2 students were noticing textual features, guided by the rules 

we developed. Reading brochures, students picked up that color schemes were 

used as part of branding for a university. Adam notes that “there are different 
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shades of red and a pattern” which he says makes the university seem 

“prestigious.” Adam starts well, but doesn’t unpack what he means by prestige.  

At Level 3, students demonstrated that they were recognizing and 

categorizing salient text features according to the rules of notice. While students 

were able to identify ways language had been used to position readers (for 

example, where ruptures, or shocks as this group titled them, had been used in 

biographies of famous people to dramatize cautionary tales), students in the 

control group found it difficult to talk about the way design was involved in 

meaning making. Even when texts were rich in other textual details their use of 

the rules of notice was often confined to language. In EQ1.2 students had only 

begun to think about the rules of notice, but later on, in EQ1.8, Darrell referred to 

the call to attention, or eye catcher, of the acceptance rate for four-year or two-

year colleges. He said it was used to “show the percentage of people who are 

accepted into a community college vs a 4.” Darrell’s answer did not include his 

thoughts on why the text included this detail as a colorful graph, and what 

argument the design of the graph might support. Diana said about the graph that 

the colors “catch my attention, show me different categories” but she too did not 

link the design decisions to the argument of the text. While students in the control 

group did use the rules of notice with some effect to analyze linear aspect of 

digitized texts, and recorded instances of level 4 and 5 work, I think it worth 

emphasizing that the way we worked with the rules of notice in the control group 

did not sufficiently support students to look beyond written language, and 

students were particularly ill-prepared when looking at born digital texts. From 
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their work on the end of unit assessment, where students analyzed three websites, 

observations by Bridget and Mike exemplify how students in the control group 

were unprepared for noticing born digital textual features: 

Bridget: 

• Titles 

• Pictures 

• Bold wording 

Mike: 

• Bullet points 

• Numbers 

• Underlined statements 

 Bridget did not reference any of the born digital features on the pages she 

read. Mike, reading Are We Forgetting What Success Really Means? on 

Medium.com, suggested that underlined statements are presented that way for 

emphasis. It is not clear whether he recognized that this born digital text has 

followed the convention of underlining links.  

Level 1-3, Intervention Group. At level 1 students’ work demonstrated a 

recognition that some aspects of texts are noticeable, but student writing doesn’t grapple 

with how, and to what end, techniques might be used. Yan, for example, argued that the 

writer of the feature article studied in EQ1.6 believes success is unmeasurable because, “ 

In the article it says “although I can’t capture the range or depth of the responses I’ve 

received” then gives a couple of bullet points.” Yan’s answer suggests that he knows to 
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look for information he is called to attend to, but he has not here demonstrated how to 

analyze the way the call to attention works.  

 Level 2 responses demonstrated a recognition of the importance of particular 

textual features without making a clear link to the rules of notice, or the effect of textual 

features on readers. Mariana, for example, was asked why in her work on EQ1.2 she had 

ranked one site over another in terms of its value to readers as it contained thirteen data 

points rather than five. She explained, “Some, well they didn’t have a lot of information. 

They only have like five. So I guess that one stood out before the other websites…it’s 

more organized.” Mariana is hinting at how a rule of notice directs reading. She might 

have linked the number to a call to attention, and in doing so she might have 

problematized the appeal of “more organized” sites, making her analysis stronger.  

When students did categorize their reading using the rules of notice, their work 

was recorded at Level 3 as they provided evidence of clearly making use of the analytical 

tool. Many responses at Level 3, however, demonstrated only a perfunctory use of the 

tool. Students were provided with tables at different points in the unit that asked them to 

list rules of notice that they found. While the tables pressed students to draw on the rules 

of notice, students often apparently considered their use of the rules of notice completed 

and they did not leverage what they had found in their written work. Roy, for example, 

produced the following table when reading a feature article for EQ1.6.  
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Table 22 

Roy’s Table from 1.6 

 

Attention 

Grabber 

The 

Vibe 

Twists Statement and 

Demands 

Bullet 

points 

 

Lists 

 

Questions 

Empathy 

 

Imagery 

Format 

changes like 

bullet points, 

dashes 

 

Open 

conversation, 

change in tone 

Rhetorical 

questions 

 

Bold letters  

 

Key words 

 

 When asked to draw on this data in order to respond to the article he’d 

read and present his own point of view, however, Roy did not reference the rules 

of notice he had picked out: 

School helps students out with a lot of things. But I don’t think it 

makes you successful in life. School teaches you how to read, write and 

do math. But they don’t teach students you how to live on your own, 

finance and paying bills and many other life skills.  

 Most schools learning schedule is reading, writing, math and social 

studies. Of course we need to learn how to read and write but a lot of 

algebra and knowing history do not help you in the real world. Knowing 

George Washington was the 1st president won’t help you get a job 

Most schools don’t teach you how to pay bills or how to finance your 

money. I’m pretty sure if you ask a teacher they will help you but if you 

ask me they should have a class for that. Why because they always say 

that school help you be successful but most people don’t go to college, so 

after high school and they start living on their own and notice how hard it 

is to finance your money and pay bills. 

That’s why I think school does not always make you successful. 

  

In another example from an interview, Clarice was asked about how the rules of 

notice might help her read the same feature article: 

 Interviewer: What about the logo and the green color? Do they do 

anything for you? 

 Clarice: Got my attention…yeah but that’s it. It’s just the title. 
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Theme Two: Support Makes a Difference  

Students, when supported, often use the rules of notice effectively to consider 

why techniques had been used and how they might affect different readers.  

 Level 4 and 5, Control Group. Students in the control group referred to 

the rules of notice in their reading of brochures. Jo’s thoughts on the brochure she 

read for EQ1.2 demonstrate a better understanding of the text as constructed, and 

though not mentioned explicitly, she noticed a call to attention, or eye catcher as it 

was termed in her class: “important things or what they want your eyes to see are 

in red.” Adam said that the use of bright “color is making me feel like I have to 

read it.” The way students in the control group wrote about calls to attention, 

however, was somewhat limited in many students’ work and remained at level 4. 

At this level students noted their own response but didn’t explore how others 

might potentially respond. Students demonstrated greater understanding of how 

reader’s response and direct statements might function. Rebekah, for example, 

noted that the biographies she read for EQ1.9 conjure an emotional response in us 

by developing the subject’s background in order to “tell us where they came from 

and more about them and their history, it also gives us an idea of how far it took 

them to get to where they are now.” Diana recognized that direct statements are 

used for “advice (and) to set an example.” She adds that the statement is made 

more powerful as “it was said by a famous person.” The examples of work at 

level 4 and 5 show that students are using the rules of notice effectively, but it is 

interesting that students were able to list the calls to attention they saw but 
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frequently did not identify intentions on the part of the writer, and considers 

potential readers' responses.  

 Level 4 and 5, Intervention Group. Students in the intervention group 

produced more references to the rules of notice at levels 4 and 5. While this is 

expected as the class is bigger and they also had the benefit of interviews, the 

range of noticing accomplished by students in the intervention group is 

noteworthy, particularly as students in the intervention group were able to explain 

how calls to attention very perceptively.  

 At level 4 students remarked on how they understood how the rules of 

notice had been used to shape their reading. Mo said about the bold font used on a 

website that it was the first thing he saw, explaining that he then “wanted to know 

what was so important they had to put it in bold print.” At level 5, students 

discussed how considering the writer’s objectives might guide them in the ways 

they considered readers responses. Joseph mentioned how bullet points could be 

used to present an argument, not by organizing information for convenience, but 

to shape readers’ perceptions, when he describes how the author of a piece on J 

Paul Getty “used bullet points. Saying how many relationships he’s had in the 

past…they’re telling you how to think.” Tim also considered how calls to 

attention were used in arguments. He wrote about how data on career information 

stood out to him as “there was bold letters (…) as well as a credible source.” Tim 

explained in a subsequent interview how he sees the link between design, born 

digital features and the rules of notice: 

The header, at the top so that gives you like pulls your attention, it makes 

you think, okay, I want to read more. The hyperlinks are placed in almost 
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every single one of them (paragraphs) towards the end of the paragraph so 

it gives you a little bit information and links to something, and that link 

alludes to you researching it more. I think some of its calculated clickbait 

to get people to click to get that traffic on the website.  

 

 Tim astutely links the rules of notice and reading in the context of the 

commercial internet. He is not the only student to explore these links. Mo and 

Afeni were asked to describe the ways that they would read commercially 

orientated or advertising sites in comparison to sites where commercial intentions 

were not as evident.  

Mo: Sites like that they gassing, like they try to make it better than 

what it is...they boost it, make it more than what it is. It’s not so much a lie 

but they make it seem like it's better than what it is. 

Interviewer: How can you tell when something is gassing. it is 

pumping out too much. 

Afeni: When you look at other websites and the words they use 

too. Like they don't talk about facts that much, the language they use (they 

use) words that grab your attention more.  

 

 The concepts of metaphorical language students bring up, sited being “gassed” for 

“traffic,” point to a sophisticated understanding of the ways that texts are assembled in 

readers’ minds. In these interviews Tim went on to say that he measures his online 

reading against personal experience. Mo and Afeni expressed hesitancy to believe 

information that is calculated to sell things. Studying born digital texts undoubtably 

affords the opportunity to explore connections between in- and out-of-school literacies, 

potentially leading to more incisive critical reading.  

Ranking Activities 

 

 At the beginning of the unit and at the unit’s conclusion students were asked to 

locate, then rank three different online sources of information. For the first ranking 

activity students were asked to search for “paying for college” using a search engine of 
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their choice. They then recorded the site URL, the producer of the site, the title of the 

page, where it was ranked by the search engine. Then they were to rate the site out of five 

(5/5 being the highest rating) and justify their rating. This task allowed students to 

explore more data about college requirements with the aim that they became more 

conscious of the demands of college education and savvier readers of commerce driven 

websites. 

 The second ranking was slightly different. Although students completed the same 

analytical procedures, they were not asked to think about personal value, but more about 

the value of sites to their own argument formation. Students could interpret this prompt 

as asking about value, or trustworthiness, about comprehensiveness, or about the extent 

to which they were able to use the text to develop arguments around critiquing texts 

about success. The sequence of the two tasks deliberately mirrored the progress of the 

unit; in the introductory task students were evaluating data personally, and in the 

concluding task students were being asked to draw on the training we had been doing on 

evaluating and synthesizing data. They need not have agreed with a position outlined in a 

source, but they could have used it to illustrate a point in an argument.  

 The tables below offer different perspectives on how students used born digital 

texts in their reading for argument. The first set of tables details the sites students visited, 

the general character of those sites, and the total numbers students attributed to the 

source. The second set of tables outlines student responses according to the reading scale 

developed for this study. The last set of tables presents the results of an analysis of the 

arguments created by students as part of their end of unit assessment.  
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Sites Students Worked From 

 

Table 23 

Control Group Opening Selection and Ranking Task  

 

Site Commercial- 

financial 

products 

Commercial- 

financial 

advice 

News 

site 

Institutional Total 

(students 

scored value 

of site to their 

own decision 

making out 

of 5. 5/5 

being the 

most 

valuable). 

Nerdwallet X x   24 

CNN   X  23 

Lendingtree/ 

Student Loan 

Hero/Simple 

Tuition 

X x   19 

US News   X  15 

Credit Card 

Insider 

 x   8 

DaveRamsey.com x    3 

Scholarships.com x x   2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 155 

Table 24 

Intervention Group Opening Selection and Ranking Task  

 

Site Commercial- 

financial 

products 

Commercial- 

financial 

advice 

News 

site 

Institutional Total 

(students 

scored value 

of site to 

their own 

decision 

making out 

of 5. 5/5 

being the 

most 

valuable). 

Lendingtree/ 

Student Loan 

Hero/Simple 

Tuition 

X x   50 

CNN   X  43 

Nerdwallet X x   34 

US News   X  14 

DaveRamsey.com x    6 

BigFuture/College 

Board 

x x   5 

Ohio State    x 5 

Investopedia  x   4 

Sallie Mae  x   4 

TCU    x 4 

Penn State    x 3 

Scholarships.com x x   3 

College Funding 

Coach 

x x   2 
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Table 25 

Control Group Concluding Selection and Ranking Task 

 

Site Commercial- 

products 

Social 

media/ 

crowdsource 

News

/blog 

site 

Instituti

onal 

Total (students 

scored value of 

site to forming 

argument 

about advice 

out of 5. 5/5 

being the most 

valuable). 

Planet of Success x    18 

LinkedIn x x   15 

Inc.com   x  14 

Success.com x    12 

Odyssey   x  12 

Quora  x   9 

Huffington Post   x  6 

Medium   x  5 

Dumblittleman.com   x  3 

Under30ceo x    1 
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Table 26 

Intervention Group Concluding Selection and Ranking Task 

 

Site Commercial- 

products 

Social 

media/ 

crowdsource 

News/blog 

site 

Institutional Total 

(students 

scored value 

of site to 

forming 

argument 

about advice 

out of 5. 5/5 

being the 

most 

valuable). 

Planet of 

Success 

x    55 

Huffington 

Post 

  x  27 

Success.com x    23 

Odyssey   x  22 

Medium   x  22 

LinkedIn x x   13 

LifeHacker   x  7 

Inc.com   x  6 

Under30ceo x    3 

Quora  X   1 

 

Insights from Data 

Theme One: Students’ Reading Practices Were Limited  

All students used Google to search for articles. No student went beyond the first 

page of sites. In the opening activity nine students in the intervention group and three 

students in the control group selected the first three pages returned by Google to review. 

In the concluding activity, the number of students reading only the first three results had 

decreased to four students in the intervention group. In all the tasks completed, only one 

student used sources other than commercially targeted ones.  

 The limited way students searched is not of itself an issue if students read 

critically, particularly to question the motivation behind sites. It is obviously qualitatively 
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different when Diana wrote, “I rated this a four because it’s from a credit card website 

and it should be trustworthy” and when Theresa wrote, “I don’t trust them because its 

produced by a different company and there are too many ads.”  

 Student responses suggested that methods of evaluation could be challenged and 

developed, although, the design of the task may be responsible for vague responses. 

Sources were ranked highly if there was a lot of information. Usman liked Plan of 

Success as “it was top of the list with the most information sources.” Roy recommended 

an article on Medium.com as it “gives great details.” However, Clarice’s response 

suggested that she is looking at the information as something to help her write: “I ranked 

this one the best because this website gives multiple ideas for the definitions of success 

and what it looks like and what it could mean.”  

Theme Two: The Visibility of Sites Limits What Students Can See  

 Students in different groups, working at different times, were receiving a very 

similar first page of sites. Of the 28 students who completed the end of unit rankings, 

nearly half noted Planet of Success as the first site presented by Google, and only five 

students did not note this site within their top four hits. The similarity of the search 

returns indicates how the field of vision is deliberately limited according to the functions 

of search algorithms.  
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Ranking Activity 

 

Table 27 

Control Group Reading Measures for Opening Selection and Ranking Task 

 

Measure M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 

Level 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Name Adam  
 

1 
    

1 
              

2 
   

Apollo  1 
     

1 
                  

Bridget  
      

1 1 
    

1 
    

1 
       

Darrell  1 
     

1 
   

1 
     

1 
    

1 
   

Diana  
 

1 
    

1 
   

1 
              

Jo  
      

1 
   

1 
          

1 
   

Mike 
     

1 1 
                  

Rebekah  
                         

Reece  
                         

Theresa  
  

2 
  

1 1 1 
    

1 
   

1 
    

1 
   

Usman  
 

3 
    

1 1 
   

1 
         

1 
   

 

Table 28 

Control Group Reading Measures for Concluding Selection and Ranking Task 

 

Measure M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 

Level 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Name Adam        1       
       

1 
    

Apollo  1 
     

1 
                  

Bridget  3 
     

1 
             

2 
    

Darrell  
 

1 
    

2 
        

1 1 
        

Diana  
                         

Jo  
      

2 
     

1 
  

1 
         

Mike 
  

1 
   

1 1 
     

1 
      

1 
    

Rebekah  1 
     

1 
         

1 
   

 1 
   

Reece  
 

1 
    

1 
                  

Theresa  
   

1 1 
 

1 
 

1 
    

1 
  

1 
 

1 
  

1 
   

Usman  
      

1 2 
     

1 
        

3 
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Table 29 

Intervention Group Reading Measures for Opening Selection and Ranking Task  

 

Measure M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 

Level 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Name Afeni 1      1        
 

     
 

    
Alby               

 
     

 
    

Ben  
 

1 
    

1 
  

 
  

   
     

 
    

Clarice  
     

1 1 
       

 
     

 
    

Jackson 
              

 
     

 
    

Joseph  2    1 1    1    
 1     

 
    

Karen  
      

1 1 
  

 
   

 
     

1 
    

Mariana       1 1       
 1     

 
    

Mo 
       

1 
      

 
     

 
    

Nabila 
   

 
          

 
   

 
 

 
   

 

Oscar  
       

1 
      

 
     

 
    

Raz  
     

1 
 

1 
      

 
     

 
    

Roy  1     

 
1 1  

   

  
 

     
 

    
Sadiya 

 
1 

    
1 2 

      
 1 

    
 

    

Salvo  
     

1 
 

1 
      

 
     

 
    

Sam        1 1  

   

 

 
 

     
 

    
Shania  

     
1 

 
1 

      
 

     
 

    

Tim 
  

2 
   

1 1 
      

 
     

 
    

Yan 
 

1 
   

2 
 

1 
      

 
     

 2 
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Table 30 

Intervention Group Reading Measures for Concluding Selection and Ranking Task  

 

Measure M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 

Level 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Name Afeni 1      1 1        1     1     

Alby       1        
 

     
 

    
Ben  

     
 1 

  
 

  
   

     
 

    

Clarice  
 

1 
   

 1 1 
      

 
 

1 
   

3 
    

Jackson 
 

1 
   

1 1 
 

1 
     

 
     

 3 
   

Joseph       1        
 

     
 3    

Karen  
     

 1 1 
  

 
   

 
     

 
    

Mariana    1 1  1        
 

     
 3    

Mo 
 

2 
   

 1 
       

 
     

 
    

Nabila 
   

 
 

 1 
       

 
   

 
 

 
   

 

Oscar  
     

 1 
       

 
     

 3 
   

Raz  
     

 
        

 
     

 
    

Roy         

 

 

   

  
 

     
 2    

Sadiya 1 
    

 1 
       

 
     

3 
    

Salvo  
     

 1 
       

 1 
    

 
    

Sam         

 

 

   

 

 
 

     
 

    
Shania  

     
 1 

       
 

     
 

    

Tim 
 

2 
   

 1 
  

1 
    

 
   

1 1 3 
    

Yan 3 
    

 1 
       

 1 
    

3 
    

 

 

Insights from Data 

 Reflection on the presentation of reading data is presented economically in this 

section. For reasons outlined below, a more detailed consideration of student reading and 

the way it was assessed using the analytical tool developed for this study is presented 

when I explore data obtained from classroom activities. For each of the measures I limit 

my comments to summing up student performance and presenting one or two 

representative examples from the relevant group.  

Control Group: Opening Activity 

 Text. Many students focused on noticing and quantifying data in the text rather 

than on interpreting and evaluating textual features. Darrell, for example, wrote about a 
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site that “I rate it 5/5 because it gives us lots of details.” Some students made note of 

distinctively born digital text elements, for example Adam said of a site that “it provides 

multiple sources through the links in the article.”  

 Reader. The majority of responses were personal in nature. Jo wrote about a 3/5 

score that “it gives you all these ways but you don’t know what would work for you.” 

Some promising evidence of active reading of born digital sources was present. Bridget 

dismissed a site saying, “I don’t trust this website because they produce student loans.” 

But many students did not do “x” … rather they did. 

 Context. Apart from Bridget’s example, students did not engage critically with 

the context of born digital texts. Theresa, for example, awarded a site 5/5 as “it came up 

first. It’s secure and reliable. It has good hyperlinks.” She suggested that a high page 

ranking should confer reliability, and does not explain how she understands security, 

reliability or what a good hyperlink is. 

 Author. The majority of students did not consider the motivation or aims of 

authors and creators. Among the few that referenced intentions of authors or designers, 

Darrell implied that he was considering the motives behind the text when he wrote, “it’s 

saying that you should take out all these different types of loans. Only one of the ideas 

says that you should look at a less expensive school.” 

 Rules of Notice. The Rules of Notice had not yet been introduced or reviewed. 

Student work reflected their preoccupation with quantifying data, and students largely 

noticed things without explaining how and why techniques were employed. Thus Usman 

wrote, “it listed a great amount of information” and Adam noted, “it provides multiple 

sources” without explaining why these things were used.  
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NB: Rebekah and Reece did not complete this task. 

Intervention Group: Opening Activity 

 Text. As in the control group, students focused on noticing and quantifying data 

in the text, rather than on interpreting and evaluating textual features. Roy awarded a 4/5 

rating “because it shows a lot of ways to pay for college.” Tim said of a site that “They 

show ample sources of scholarship and how to get them.” Only a handful of students in 

the intervention group noted simple aspects of born digital text construction. Joseph, for 

example, wrote “it shows many ways to pay for college and links to other articles.”  

 Reader. Many students only offered only a ranking number from which to judge 

a personal response to the reading. Some students explained this number in a little more 

depth. Mariana gave 5/5 to one site as it had “more information” and 4/5 to another as it 

“gives me different information.” While she’s responding personally, she doesn’t provide 

enough data to suggest that she sees the reader as an active participant in meaning 

making. 

 Context. Students in the intervention group provided little evidence of engaging 

with contexts at this point. Joseph alone made reference to the “student debt crisis.”  

 Author. Students who did not elaborate on their rankings were not able to provide 

insight into how they understood the author to function. Sadiya noticed that the author 

gives information on different ways to get scholarships. Mariana identified that the author 

wants to show how to “pay for college without a student loan.” She’s reading from a 

financial advisor’s website, so what she’s missing is that the writer’s intention is to sell 

his own advice.  
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 Rules of Notice. While we had not formally covered the rules of notice, Yan 

noticed aspects of the text that would be returned to in teaching. Yan pointed out 

numbers: “it gives you 13 ways to pay for college” and “it showed 7 ways you could pay 

for college.” (Yan is identifying what would come to be known as eye catchers in his 

class.) NB: Alby did not complete the introductory task, and Nabila had not yet joined the 

class. 

Control Group: Concluding Activity 

 Text. There was some consideration of how text is constructed, but students 

stopped short of considering the implications of those choices. Apollo wrote, “They have 

different points of view on what the definition of success is.” Reece noted, “I rated it a 4 

because it gives examples.”  

 Reader. Through their rankings students responded to texts personally, and some 

students expanded on their thinking. Many students interpreted the aim of their reading to 

be searching for the value of the text to them personally. Darrell acknowledged the reader 

as an active participant, saying, “I didn’t give it a 5 because it doesn’t explain the 

quotes.” Mike felt authorized by the text to make up his own mind about success: “her 

definition of success isn’t just an answer.”  

 Context. When students reflected on context they focused on trustworthiness, 

suggesting that useful sources are trustworthy. Jo appreciated one text as it “gives 

information that we learned in school,” implying she considers school or official 

knowledge to be authoritative.  

 Author. Responses tended to focus on repeating aspects of the text, and 

sometimes hinted at an analysis of authorial intentions. Rebekah, for example, noted that 



 

 165 

a site produced by a life coach promotes its own view of success by dismissing others: 

“this website doesn’t tell you what success is as much as it tells you what it isn’t.” 

Theresa was wary of the intentions of a site that “grabs the audience’s attention but seems 

biased and there is no evidence.” Theresa also suggested that a useful site is trustworthy. 

 Rules of Notice. Many students noted salient text details but often limited 

observations to design features. Bridget listed “titles, some pictures, numbers and bold 

wording” as things that got her attention. Mike identified there are “bullet points, 

numbers and underlined statements.”  

As they have not been working on the Rules of Notice in digital environments, 

students ran into trouble when trying to apply knowledge gained from learning the Rules 

of Notice to born digital texts. Adam has been learning about how important things come 

first in a text, but he has not had the chance to rethink things for reading online. He wrote 

that he likes a text as “it was the first link that popped up so it has to have better 

information than the others.” NB: Raz did not complete the year in the control group. 

Intervention Group: Concluding Activity 

 Text. Students largely focused on the content of text. Their answers suggest that 

useful texts are the ones that appeal to them personally. Afeni, for example, noted the 

thrust of content is “based on real life experience” and “close to the best because it brings 

up good points based off personal experience.” Answers also suggested that students 

viewed longer texts as more useful as they contain more data. Karen compared a longer 

text favorably to a short text “it’s giving good information vs the article only told a little 

bit.”  
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 Reader. Student responses demonstrated attention to the reader in terms of their 

own personal readings. Mariana for example saw the value of the text in how it appeals to 

her. “It gives me hyperlinks to other sites so that I can understand better. It also gives me 

a list of questions to answer to find my own path to see what success is.” Jackson 

anticipated how readers may interpret information in a text that “makes the reader think 

about their own personal example of success whilst providing examples.”  

 Context. Students did not demonstrate a great deal of attention to the contexts of 

texts, despite coursework that highlighted the technological and economic contexts of 

born digital texts. Tim provided one example of acknowledging the importance of the 

contexts of construction or interpretation in reading, writing about an article on 

LinkedIn.com that “It’s in LinkedIn’s best interest to say that success is using their 

website and tools.” 

 Author. The intentions of authors were in most cases referred to only partially in 

student work. It was surprising that students did not, apart from in Tim’s case, refer to the 

intentions and purposes of the sites they were reading. Yan’s response, for example, 

refers to the argument made in the body text of the page: “they explain what success 

means and how it is different for everybody”.  

 Rules of Notice. Students limited responses to noting text design elements, rather 

than discussing how these elements had been used to draw in and direct readers. Clarice, 

for example, mentioned “bold letters, quotes, numbers, highlighted words or sentences.” 

Joseph listed “hyperlinks, bullet points, pictures, ads.”  
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Observations from Ranking Activities 

 The above data does suggest student learning but does not demonstrate a clear 

path of development. It is evident that students need more opportunities to select and 

evaluate their own texts. The design of tasks might also be considered in order to give 

students more scope to expand on their selections and rankings. 

 Given that there is little to go on here in terms of development, the classwork that 

students completed offers the best possibility of discovering how students approach born 

digital texts and how teachers might gauge their reading.  
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CHAPTER 5 

IMPLICATIONS 

 The work presented here considers the intersections of literacy and technology.  

It takes its starting points in different places; in the school hall where the literacy 

coordinator struggled to make the case that all teachers teach literacy, or at Harrison High 

where I saw my students, who were following an argumentation curriculum designed to 

prepare them for college reading and writing, wrestling with born digital texts, the sorts 

of text that proliferate in higher education and beyond.   

 My experiences brought me to my research questions:  

1-To what extent does a curriculum focused on the writing of academic arguments 

supplemented by a focus on born digital texts affect students’ writing performance on a 

college placement test? 
2 To what extent does a curriculum focused on the writing of academic arguments 

supplemented by a focus on born digital texts affect students’ performance on the reading 

and writing activities in which they engaged as part of that curriculum? 
 

 In order to begin to approach these questions, I had to understand the nature of 

born digital reading. Working from influential scholarly approaches derived from 

Rosenblatt (1938/78), Rabinowitz (1987), and Rabinowitz and Smith (1998) I began by 

comparing the ways that conventional, linear texts in print or digitized form and born 

digital texts are theorized across five areas- text, reader, context, author and the reader’s 

rules of notice. In terms of text, Rosenblatt (1978) describes the conventional, linear text 

as “printed signs in their capacity to serve as symbols” (p.12). The conventional, linear 

texts in print or digitized form is brought into being through interaction with reader and 

context, and the type of interaction required is locatable on a continuum between efferent 

and aesthetic. In contrast, Kress (2003) focuses on the multiple modes and media present 
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in born digital texts- printed signs are often an adornment, and there are multiple 

symbolic interactions.  Locating the text as efferent or aesthetic does not assist the born 

digital reader. What does help, argue Turner and Hicks (2015), is teaching on how 

interactions between modes and media develop arguments. 

 Rosenblatt’s readers worked from the same blueprint to personally and 

individually transact with the text. the text in this interaction is a stable entity, on which 

the reader can bring their experience and insight to bear. But Hartman et al. (2018), 

among others, argue that readers of born digital texts are creating or curating a text from 

multiple sources- it is the activity of the reader, rather than the features of the text, that 

directs the encounter. Readers, then, must be prepared to see themselves, and their 

activities, within a communication matrix.  

 Considering context, Rosenblatt (1994) argued that readers brought what she 

called a “linguistic- experiential reservoir,” (P.27) organized by schemata, to readings of 

texts. For readers of born digital texts, however, Coiro (2011) for example argues that 

locating, evaluating and synthesizing information from online sources becomes more 

significant to learner progress. The communication matrix I referred to above is 

commercially oriented- it presents challenges to critical engagement. Killi et al (2018) 

point out that teaching needs to give students regular practice with identifying persuasive 

elements and evaluating credibility.  

 In terms of the author, two important perspectives on conventional, linear texts in 

print or digitized form were part of my initial considerations: Rosenblatt (1998) argues 

that writers are the first readers of the text, reading what they write in order to achieve 

coherence. Subsequent readers try to create a valid interpretation in response- readings 
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that chime with the authors ‘pattern of signs’ are superior, but many different readings 

are sustainable (p.23).  Rabinowitz (1987) thinks this privileges the reader too much at 

the expense of a common experience. He argues that authors rely on the ability to activate 

cultural codes in their audiences, and readers read with the understanding that authors 

write for the readers they expect, imagine, and invite to the text. Others argue these 

characterizations don’t capture the born digital text. Kress (2003), for example, suggests 

that born digital readers do not read to be given knowledge, to understand an author’s 

ideas, but readers read from the perspectives of their own “life worlds” in order to fulfill 

a purpose (p.19). Leu et al. (2013) argue that seeking coherence by synthesizing different 

sources is part of readers’ purpose.  Students should learn that born digital texts are made 

by multiple authors, and they, themselves, are counted in this number.  

 While the previous four areas are theoretical, I lastly considered a heuristic. The 

Rules of Notice developed by Rabinowitz (1987) and modified for teaching purposes by 

Wilhelm & Smith (2017) to guide authorial reading, encourage students to do what expert 

readers do; they consider the conversation that a text is part of is, activating their prior 

knowledge, they look for key details that allow them to consider what a text is 

contributing to the conversation, then they participate. But, given that readers of born 

digital texts are weighing and synthesizing multiple information sources rather than 

building on understanding of context, I designed this curriculum to see how students 

might redevelop the rules of notice for born digital texts; what conversations are ongoing 

and what details are key? 

 Aspects of learning and teaching born digital reading have received scholarly 

attention. There is however a gap that I wanted to address; a number of studies have been 
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undertaken to observe reading in the classroom or investigate reading achievement, but 

while developing the overall picture, they don’t concern teacher intervention or 

classroom circumstances. Cho (2014), for example, describes processes of evaluation 

used by readers, but this study focused on readers described as “competent” (p.253).  Leu 

et al (2014) worked with a range of students but completed comprehension tasks in a 

simulated environment and there was no intervention.  Turner and Hicks (2015) did 

provide a framework. Working across the United States, they both asked what readers do 

and how we might teach, engage and direct student reading practices, by surveying 

students and teaching lessons and participating in curriculum development on born digital 

reading. I, too, had the opportunity to talk with students, to design and implement 

curriculum and work with teachers to learn something of what students do in classroom 

settings, over time, when introduced to born digital texts. 

 The students I worked with, Junior and Senior students at Harrison High School, a 

comprehensive school in a large city in the northeastern United States, were eligible to 

participate in the Pathways program during their language arts classes. The program, 

which is still ongoing although I am no longer involved, is developed and administered in 

a collaboration between a multi-national firm, a local research university, and the school. 

It is an argumentation based intervention program designed to prepare students for 

college entry and success, and it has been running since 2014. Two senior classes were 

used for the intervention. One was designated, via a random number generator, to be the 

treatment group, while the other received no treatment. Participants were recruited by 

being allocated to the two classes by school administration, after electing to join this 

course in their senior year. Eleven students from the no treatment group and nineteen 
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students from the treatment group participated in the study. The same classroom teacher 

led the classes throughout the intervention, and for the majority of the duration of this 

study she was assisted by one student teacher. I participated by adapting and creating 

instructional materials, providing professional development and support and I visited 

each classroom twice a week to co-teach lessons and assist teachers and students. 

Students used Chromebooks, purchased in 2016, with 2gb of RAM and the school was 

connected to a fast and reliable Wi-Fi network.  

 In terms of instructional context, the Pathways program trains students in 

argumentation through a curriculum designed to foster inquiry learning. The unit this 

study concerns was based around the question “what does it mean to be successful,” and 

ir asked students to read for argument in a range of digitized texts and data visualizations 

that presented views of success. A number of tools were used in teaching. Units were 

structured around essential questions. “What does it mean to be successful?”, for 

example, is a question that allows multiple sustainable responses and enables students to 

draw on a range of data. We used semantic differential scales where students placed 

responses on a bi-polar scale in order to habituate students into using and understanding 

the parts of argument by activating what were termed the Toulmin prompts; students 

made claims, supported by data, that relied on a bridging warrant.  The readers rules of 

notice were embedded with all these tools as we considered conversations and noticed 

key details when we read. The tools we used were aimed at developing procedural, 

transferrable, knowledge. But, if born digital texts are different, what’s going to transfer? 

While both the digitized and born digital texts asked students to consider argument and 

develop criteria, studying the born digital text asked students to read for argument made 
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in different ways across multimodal texts. To outline, briefly, how curricula differed, in 

our digitized curriculum, students were given paragraphs of data in Google documents. 

The intervention curriculum, by contrast, offered students the opportunity to read similar 

information in born digital texts which involved different modes and media. Students 

were taught how different design elements contribute to the crafting of messages and they 

were encouraged to pursue individual and group readings of the texts to see how reader 

and text co-constructed unique reading paths. To offer another point of comparison, while 

students in the conventional unit explored literary texts in digitized form, in the 

intervention group, students read part one of the electronic literature text Intimate Alice 

(2008). In both groups students were encouraged to develop their understanding of the 

rules of notice and how they might apply them to textual interpretation; however, the 

multi-modal, multi-media nature of argument in the born digital text asked students to 

think about how a text had been authored/designed using the affordances of different 

technologies, the technologies used to create and disseminate the born digital texts we 

engage with daily. 

 I gathered data in the following ways to respond to my research questions.  To 

answer my first question, I collected student writing in response to reading by 

administering University placement tests pre- and post-instruction to both groups.  

Responses were graded by trained scorers on a six-point scale. A repeated measures 

ANOVA for significance was used.  To respond to my second research question I 

gathered student writing in response to reading by collecting artifacts produced 

throughout the course including short answer and extended answer pieces, ranking 

exercises, responses to scales in reading, and group authored texts. I also conducted 
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selection and ranking tasks in the first and last weeks of the unit.  Rankings were 

catalogued, as were the sources students used according to frequency, and brief 

descriptions of the nature of the sites students visited were provided. In order to assess 

data gathered to respond to my second question, I was guided by Imbrenda (2016) who 

provides a model for how scales can be used to evaluate artifacts using the utterance as a 

unit of analysis, and I followed this model to recognize completed chains of written or 

spoken language as a unit of analysis. Each artifact produced in classwork was analyzed 

and coded for its attention to different aspects of constructedness of texts and use of the 

rules of notice Written data was the subject of stimulated recall interviews. For the 

stimulated recall interviews, data was parsed into content units and coded for its attention 

to different aspects of constructedness of texts.  

 Among the data I gathered, placement test data, did not indicate that the study 

came to fruition as planned. Artifacts, however, produced throughout the unit as part of 

student work offer insights into the effects of curriculum innovation. A set of five scales 

corresponding to the areas of analysis I identified were developed through analysis of 

student work, and allowed me to record and interpret of what I saw.  To offer one 

example, attention to the construction of the text, my first measure, went from level 1, 

where elements of text design were noted, through growing evidence that texts are 

understood to be constructed deliberately, to interpretation and evaluation of deliberate 

choices. I recorded student work in tables. The table lists names, and where I recorded 

utterances that corresponded to particular levels. I noted responses to a digitized text in 

writing (DW), to a digitized text in an interview (DI), to a born digital text in writing 

(BDW), or to a born digital text in an interview (BDI). To offer an example of how my 
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analysis worked in practice, some observations I make from the table concerning 

Measure 1 in the intervention group are: 

• Students in the intervention group reached higher levels than the control group, 

and they recorded more instances of reaching higher levels as they progressed 

through the course.  

• Many items are recorded in interviews- this may be an effect of the focused 

interaction of interviews, but it may also be that students were gaining confidence 

but remained hesitant to commit thoughts to writing, or that written tasks might 

have been adjusted to facilitate students reaching higher levels. 

• In the control group, students only worked with born digital texts twice but 

recorded a proportionally high number of responses to these texts. Their work was 

confined to level 2, so perhaps recognizing the constructedness of the born digital 

text came easily to students, although the decisions motivating different 

constructions is something students needed more support with.  

The analysis of the students’ work in each table was expanded on to offer a more 

developed discussion of what students did and how I developed tools to understand their 

work. Considering the construction of the reader, for example, student work ranged from 

showing that they’d been prompted by the topic, through personal responses, to 

recognizing the reader as active, then demonstrating that active reading and thinking 

about alternative constructions or different interpretations of texts. A significant point 

that I think bears mentioning from my analysis of student work is produced most 

utterances at Levels 2 and 3. I wanted to see if students could see themselves within the 

matrix. Student work showed a personal response to the text, sometimes demonstrating 



 

 176 

that they saw themselves, as readers, contributing to making meaning, and the 

intervention group demonstrated emerging critical understandings. However, given that 

work in the placement tests reflected a reliance on personal narrative and positions taken 

on the reading prompt were not fully developed, students need more training to 

demonstrate their activity as they interpret and assemble information.  

 Moving to context, level 1 and 2 work suggests that there are shared contexts, but 

higher levels consider the importance of the contexts of text production and consumption.  

Attending to context is challenging. Students, in both groups, in written work 

particularly, made assumptions about shared contexts and didn’t prepare the ground for 

their responses. I wanted students to identify persuasive elements, evaluate credibility.  I 

did see this increasingly in the intervention group, particularly in interviews. Reference to 

personal responses did suggest that they recognize that they're part of the audience, but I 

would still want my students to grow in confidence to interrogate how their personal 

contexts offer one viewpoint that can participate in critical interaction. 

 Considering the construction of the author, at lower levels student recorded 

utterances that implied that they understood texts to be authored, but it was only at higher 

levels that students offered evidence of considering how authors, including themselves as 

born digital readers, craft texts, and the implications of the way they have invited and 

interacted with readers.  The levels attained by both groups suggest that students need 

more support to consider author or designer intentions and their authoring of texts. 

 In terms of the rules of notice, student work at lower levels provided evidence of 

noticing notable things. At higher levels, students noted a rule of notice, why a technique 

be used, and their own responses. Something to note here is that in one particularly 
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notable contrast between the groups, students working with the born digital texts reaped 

the benefits of having so many more things to notice, and so much more in terms of 

textual information to guide their analysis. 

 While the differences between the groups are nuanced, important insights are 

offered by this study. I began this work knowing that my students read, and would 

continue to read, born digital texts throughout their lives. I also knew that born digital 

texts are very different from digitized texts, but that my teaching practice had been 

largely focused on the latter. I wanted to find out what my students made of the 

differences between born digital and conventional, linear texts in the classroom, so I 

designed a teaching unit to find out what effects using digital texts, compared with a unit 

on the same topic using digitized texts, might have for my students’ learning. I think that 

the work I undertook offers suggestions both for teaching and for research. 

Implications for Teaching 

Teaching Born Digital Texts is Worthwhile  

 While students in the treatment and no-treatment groups performed 

disappointingly in the university placement tests, the intervention group’s achievement 

was trending upwards. Students in the intervention group demonstrated, on average, more 

instances of attending to the constructedness of texts according to all five of the measures 

applied. While I am careful not to overstate the claims I make for the value of the work I 

presented here, I believe my findings indicate that teaching born digital texts will not 

disadvantage students, and there is evidence that students may well benefit; when reading 

born digital texts, the students I worked with recognized more aspects of the 

constructedness of texts and of the reader than when they read digitized texts.  
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Attention to Developmental Levels 

  The analytical tool I developed afforded me a way to gauge student progress. 

Levels describe what I see my students doing, and how often. The insights offered by 

assessment according to these levels can be used to guide what we do in the classroom. 

Two examples are salient; presenting born digital texts in their original forms offered 

more material for students to critically assess, and the high levels students achieved in 

interviews give support to the value of using interviews as a teaching tool.  

Born Digital Texts Should be Presented in Born Digital Form 

 As noted above, results gained from my analytical tool suggest that we made a 

mistake stripping the born digital aspects from texts. I imagined students being distracted 

by links, but my fears were not warranted, and misrepresented both my students’ 

inclinations and their familiarity with born digital texts. My students had little exposure 

to born digital texts in academic settings, and had little prior guidance on how to explore 

born digital texts. Consider, for example, Mike’s unfamiliarity with links referred to in 

my analysis of Measure 5.  We might have, in fact, spent more time thinking about how 

to investigate born digital texts using the textual features that born digital texts afford.  

There was however one notable case in which the digitized text seemed to offer an 

advantage.  Students in the control group working on EQ1.8, comparisons of 2-year and 

4-year college degrees, made good use of the digitized data they had access to, while 

students in the intervention group struggled to locate appropriate sources.  This finding 

emphasizes the importance of structuring learning in order for students to build their 

skills, rather than finding themselves unprepared for the demands of the task. 
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Interviews as a Teaching Technique 

 I conducted interviews as a teacher researcher invested in the development of 

curriculum, its delivery, and the outcomes students achieved. Data obtained through 

interviews contributed both to my understanding of how students approached work, and 

how they understood tasks. Interviewing also seemed to foster a sense of agency among 

my students as students evidently felt encouraged to discuss insights they had not shared 

in writing and supported student achievement. For example, Salvo and Oscar’s discussion 

of a feature article, described in my analysis of Measure 1, is a good example of what 

interviews might achieve. The students produced an incisive reading of the text when 

directed in an interview to focus carefully on born digital aspects. They had not addressed 

these features when following the activity in class. Interviewing was invaluable to 

gaining insight into how I might shape instruction in the future. 

More Specific Attention to Writing is Required 

 I had hoped that the intervention curriculum might prompt students to a more 

thorough critical examination of all texts. While the data was interesting, it was not 

overwhelmingly positive. Given that there were some interesting and encouraging signs, 

in the future it would be of value to spend more time developing evaluative readings that 

take attend to the various aspects of the constructedness of texts. One way that I might 

have directed my students’ attention to constructedness might have been through more 

text creation. I had planned to think about text, reader, context, author and the rules of 

notice through having students create born digital texts. I had hoped to include the 

construction of an infographic as part of the work we did in the intervention group on 

comparing the outcomes offered by 2- and 4-year colleges. Students were to research 
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information on the benefits and restrictions presented by the two options, then develop an 

argument foregrounding perspectives that interested them, for example, the disparities of 

income typically attained with different levels of education. I had not foreseen, however, 

the pressure of time and the low levels of confidence with born digital text creation 

amongst both students and instructors. The task was excluded this time, but I hope to 

pursue infographic creation with students in the future. 

Implications for Research 

What Worked Well 

 The data I obtained from stimulated recall interviews was very valuable. It 

extended the data gathered from written artifacts, as well as provided new insights into 

the ways that participants understood and interacted with born digital texts. Selection and 

ranking were useful as the frequency and nature of texts could be catalogued, and student 

comments extended qualitative insights. I was able to see, for example, that students 

attributed value to quantity; multiple links were preferable to few. I was also able to note 

that encouraging students to pay attention to lists needed to be recontextualized for 

reading online.  Page ranking algorithms are authoring the order of the list, and the 

motives of those who devise and maintain the algorithms need to be scrutinized. 

What Did Not Work as Well 

 Written artifacts collected throughout the course often demonstrated that students 

were making observations guided by the work we did in class, but that they were 

neglecting to explore the implications of those observations. A case in point was the 

example of the rules of notice; frequently students would note a call to attention, for 

example, but would not consider why and to what effect attention had been drawn to a 
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particular part of the text. Utterances coded beyond level 3 in Measure 5 were rare in 

both groups. Pre and post placement testing data also particularly lacked extended 

writing. If I were able to foster more developed written responses, more data for analysis 

would have been available. 

What Comes Next 

Different Context 

 I remain interested in classroom environments and intervention studies, but would 

welcome the opportunity to investigate the impact of born digital texts in classrooms of a 

different nature, perhaps involving different age groups, or different geographical or 

cultural settings. It would also be interesting to pursue an intervention independent of 

another, contemporaneous intervention.   

Different Focus  

 The study described in these pages took place over many weeks and involved a 

number of different texts. I am interested in developing a more sharply focused study. I 

might, for example, design an investigation where students read only two texts, one 

digitized and one born digital, before completing one activity in order to compare the 

reading experience. Students might subsequently participate in one stimulated recall 

interview. While a study of this nature might lose the texture of classroom interactions 

over time, I may gain greater insight into the variety of approaches students take to a 

limited reading-to-write task.  

Further Explorations of Interview as Teaching Tool 

 I am interested in the potential of using stimulated recall interviews as part of 

teaching practice. A study may potentially involve training a group of teachers in 
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stimulated recall interview techniques, observing them as they conduct interviews, and 

engaging them in their own stimulated recall reflections.  A study of this nature would 

consider the challenges to effective use of stimulated recall in teaching and would also 

offer insights into how stimulated recall interviews can be integrated into curriculum 

design, classroom practice and ongoing teacher reflection.  

Coda 

 I asked at the outset of this outset of this project to what extent and in what ways 

does a curriculum focused on the writing of academic arguments, supplemented by a 

focus on born digital texts, affect students’ reading of argument. I have seen something of 

the impact of instruction on argumentation and the extent to which a focus on born digital 

texts enhances that impact. What I have been able to see is in large part due to the Five 

Part Assessment Tool for Reading I developed, which I believe can offer useful insights 

into what students do with both conventional, linear texts experienced in print or digitized 

forms and born digital texts. The data suggest that the intervention was of some benefit to 

my students, an insight that is both encouraging and challenging. What more can be done 

to assist students in my classes to engage with born digital texts and participate critically 

and creatively in digital environments is work still to be done.  
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APPENDIX A 

 

UNIT PLAN 

 

Unit Plan for “What Does It Mean to be Successful?” 

Materials and Focal Points  

* Non- treatment group: digitized texts; differences in bold 

* Treatment group: digitized texts, born digital texts; differences italicized. 

 

Class Content Focus Strategic 

Focus 

Texts  Activities Media used 

1 Test of 

argumentation 

understanding 

and skills 

 

Reading 

argument to 

write argument 

Placement 

test prompts 

 

Pre-test 

 

Paper text, 

handwritten 

response 

2 Examine 

elements of 

essential 

questions 

 

Consider 

socially 

definitions of 

success. 

Establishing 

criteria for 

analysis and 

argument 

Scholarship 

applicant data 

tables 

Class 

discussions 

of texts 

using 

rankings 

Google Doc 
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Unit Plan for “What Does It Mean to be Successful?” (continued) 

 

Class Content Focus Strategic Focus Texts  Activities Media used 

3 Developing 

criteria for 

success. 

 

Cultivate 

reading of 

informational 

texts. 

 

Learn about 

different 

careers 

 

Mining 

websites for 

information 

 

Understanding 

argument in 

informational 

texts. 

 

RoN- calls to 

attention and 

readers 

response. 

 

RoN- calls to 

attention in 

and readers 

response in 

born digital 

texts. 

 

College site 

landing 

page. 

Healthcare 

career data 

on Google 

doc. 

 

College site 

landing 

page. 

Healthcare 

career data 

on various 

websites. 

 

Selection 

task 

 

Use of SDS 

in discussion. 

 

Analysis and 

class 

discussion of 

the rules of 

notice. 

 

Analysis and 

class 

discussion of 

the rules of 

notice in 

born digital 

texts. 

 

Selection of 

texts through 

an Internet 

search and 

evaluation of 

results 

 

Google 

docs for 

reading  

 

Born 

Digital text 

for reading,  

 

Google doc 

responses. 

4 Applying 

criteria for 

success. 

 

Cultivate 

reading of 

informational 

texts. 

 

Learn about 

different 

careers 

Mining 

websites for 

information 

 

RoN- calls to 

attention and 

readers 

response. 

 

RoN- calls to 

attention in 

and readers 

response in 

born digital 

texts. 

 

Understanding 

and developing 

argument. 

Healthcare 

career data 

on Google 

doc. 

 

Healthcare 

career data 

on various 

websites. 

 

Use of SDS 

in discussion. 

 

Ranking 

activities 

 

Short answer 

response 

Google 

docs for 

reading  

 

Born 
Digital text 

for reading,  

 

Google doc 

responses. 
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Unit Plan for “What Does It Mean to be Successful?” (continued) 

 

Class Content Focus Strategic Focus Texts  Activities Media used 

5 Continue to 

develop 

criteria for 

success. 

 

Cultivate 

reading of 

literary texts 

 

Mining 

electronic 

texts for 

information 

Understanding 

argument in 

literary texts. 

 

RoN- ruptures 

and reader’s 

response  

 

RoN- ruptures 

and calls to 

attention in 

born digital/ 

online texts 

Literary text: 

The 
Sportswriter  

 

Literary text: 

The Great 
Gatsby 

presented on 

Google Doc. 

 

Inanimate 

Alice 

electronic 

literature 

Analysis and 

class 

discussion of 

the rules of 

notice. 

 

Class 

discussions 

of texts using 

analytic 

scales 

 

Short answer 

response 

Google 

docs for 

reading  

 

Inanimate 

Alice in 

ELO 2011 

collection  

 

Google doc 

responses. 

6 Developing a 

criteria for 

success 

 

Cultivate 

skills in 

reading 

academic 

argument. 

 

Mining 

journal format 

for 

information 

 

Understanding 

argument in 

academic texts. 

 

RoN- direct 

statements  

 

RoN- direct 

statements in 

born 

digital/online 

texts. 

 

School and 

success 

article 

presented 

on Google 

Doc, or 

within 

academic 

journal 

online. 

Analysis and 

class 

discussion of 

the rules of 

notice. 

 

Analysis and 

class 

discussion of 

the rules of 

notice in 

born digital 

texts. 

 

Class 

discussions 

of texts using 

analytic 

scales 

 

Short answer 

response 

Google 

docs for 

reading 

  

Born 

Digital text 

for reading 

 

Google doc 

responses. 
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Unit Plan for “What Does It Mean to be Successful?” (continued) 

 

Class Content Focus Strategic Focus Texts  Activities Media used 

7 Developing 

criteria for 

success. 

 

Cultivate 

reading of 

informational 

texts. 

 

Learn about 

different 

careers 

 

Mining 

websites for 

information 

 

Understanding 

argument in 

informational 

texts. 

 

RoN- direct 

statements, 

calls to 

attention and 

readers 

response 

 

 RoN- direct 

statements in 

born digital 

texts. 

 

RoN- calls to 

attention in 

and readers 

response in 

born digital 

texts. 

 

Civil service 

career data 

on Google 

doc. 

 

Civil service 

career data 

on various 

websites 

 

Class 

discussions 

of texts using 

analytic 

scales 

 

Analysis 

using the 

RoN 

 

Analysis and 

class 

discussion of 

the rules of 

notice in 

born digital 

texts. 

 

Google 

docs for 

reading.  

 

Born digital 

text for 

reading,  

 

Google doc 

responses. 

8 Applying 

criteria for 

success. 

 

Cultivate 

reading of 

informational 

texts. 

 

Learn about 

different 

careers  

 

Mining 

websites for 

information 

 

Understanding 

argument in 

informational 

texts. 

 

RoN- direct 

statements  

 

RoN- direct 

statements in 

digital texts. 

 

RoN- calls to 

attention in 

and readers 

response in 

digital texts. 

 

Civil service 

career data 

on Google 

doc. 

 

Civil service 

career data 

on various 

websites. 

 

Use of SDS 

in reading 

and 

discussion. 

 

Analysis and 

class 

discussion of 

the rules of 

notice. 

 

Analysis and 

class 

discussion of 

the rules of 

notice in 

digital texts. 

 

Short answer 

response 

Google 

docs for 

reading.  

 

Born digital 

text for 

reading,  

 

Google doc 

responses. 
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Unit Plan for “What Does It Mean to be Successful?” (continued) 

 

Class Content Focus Strategic Focus Texts  Activities Media used 

9 Applying 

criteria for 

success. 

 

Cultivate 

reading of 

argument in 

feature 

articles. 

 

Mining born 

digital texts 

and websites 

for 

information 

RoN- direct 

statements, 

ruptures, calls 

to attention in 

and readers 

response 

 

.RoN- direct 

statements, 

ruptures, calls 

to attention in 

and readers 

response in 

born digital 

texts. 

 

Relationships 

and success.  

 

Feature 

article 

presented 

on Google 

Doc.  

 

Feature 

article 

presented as 

part of blog. 

Use of SDS 

in discussion. 

 

Class 

discussions 

of texts using 

analytic 

scales 

 

Analysis 

using the 

RoN 

 

Analysis and 

class 

discussion of 

the rules of 

notice in 

born digital 

texts. 

 

Short answer 

response 

Google 

docs for 

reading  

 

Born digital 

text for 

reading,  

Google doc 

responses. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 203 

Unit Plan for “What Does It Mean to be Successful?” (continued) 

 

Class Content Focus Strategic Focus Texts  Activities Media used 

10 Applying 

criteria for 

success. 

 

Cultivate 

reading of 

informational 

texts. 

 

Learn about 

different 

careers  

  

Mining 

websites for 

information 

 

RoN- direct 

statements, 

ruptures, calls 

to attention in 

and readers 

response  

 

RoN- direct 

statements, 

ruptures, calls 

to attention in 

and readers 

response in 

born digital 

texts. 

 

2 year vs 4 

year college 

data on 

Google doc. 

 

2 year vs 4 

year college 

career data 

on various 

websites 

including 

infographics. 

 

Use of SDS 

in discussion. 

 

Analysis and 

class 

discussion of 

the rules of 

notice. 

 

Class 

discussions 

of texts using 

analytic 

scales 

 

Analysis and 

class 

discussion of 

the rules of 

notice in 

born digital 

texts. 

 

Ranking 

activity 

Google 

docs for 

reading  

 

Digital text 

for reading. 

 

Google doc 

responses. 
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Unit Plan for “What Does It Mean to be Successful?” (continued) 

 

Class Content Focus Strategic 

Focus 

Texts  Activities Media used 

11 Applying 

criteria for 

success. 

 

Cultivate 

reading of 

informational 

texts. 

 

Learn about 

different 

careers  

 

Mining 

websites for 

information 

 

 

RoN- direct 

statements, 

ruptures, calls 

to attention in 

and readers 

response 

RoN- direct 

statements, 

ruptures, calls 

to attention in 

and readers 

response in 

born digital 

texts. 

 

2 year vs 4 

year college 

data on 

Google doc. 

 

2 year vs 4 

year college 

career data 

on various 

websites  

 

Selection 

task 

 

Analysis and 

class 

discussion of 

the rules of 

notice.  

Class 

discussions 

of texts 

using 

analytic 

scales 

 

Creation of 

slide show 

on what 

college route 

should be 

taken for a 

desired 

career. 

 

Analysis and 

class 

discussion of 

the rules of 

notice in 

born digital 

texts. 

 

Selection of 

texts through 

an Internet 

search and 

evaluation of 

results 

 

Short answer 

response 

 

Google docs 

for reading  

 

Google 

slides for 

presentation 

 

Born digital 

text for 

reading 
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Unit Plan for “What Does It Mean to be Successful?” (continued) 

 

Class Content Focus Strategic 

Focus 

Texts  Activities Media used 

12 Applying 

criteria of 

success.  

 

Cultivate 

reading of 

biographical 

texts. 

 

RoN- direct 

statements, 

ruptures, calls 

to attention in 

and readers 

response in 

born digital 

texts. 

 

RoN- direct 

statements, 

ruptures, calls 

to attention in 

and readers 

response in 

born digital 

texts. 

 

Biographies 

of famous 

people: 

Plath, 

Wegener, 

Webster.  

 

 Data on 

Google Doc. 

 

Data 

researched 

online. 

Analysis and 

class 

discussion of 

the rules of 

notice. 

 

Class 

discussions 

of texts using 

analytic 

scales 

 

Analysis and 

class 

discussion of 

the rules of 

notice in 

born digital 

texts. 

 

Short answer 

response 

Google docs 

for reading  

 

Digital text 

for reading,  

 

Google doc 

responses. 
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Unit Plan for “What Does It Mean to be Successful?” (continued) 

 

Class Content Focus Strategic 

Focus 

Texts  Activities Media used 

13 Applying 

criteria of 

success.  

 

Cultivate 

argument in 

reading, 

writing, 

speaking and 

listening. 

RoN- direct 

statements, 

ruptures, calls 

to attention in 

and readers 

response in 

digital texts. 

 

RoN- direct 

statements, 

ruptures, calls 

to attention in 

and readers 

response in 

digital texts. 

 

Synthesizing 

reading.  

 

Understanding 

and developing  

 

Writing 

argument 

about 

success 

drawing on 

all previous 

sources of 

information 

in the unit. 

 

Gathering of 

data and 

development 

of written 

and verbal 

argument. 

Google docs 

for reading.  

 

Born digital 

text for 

reading,  

 

Google doc 

responses. 
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Unit Plan for “What Does It Mean to be Successful?” (continued) 

 

Class Content Focus Strategic 

Focus 

Texts  Activities Media used 

14 Applying 

criteria of 

success.  

 

Cultivate 

argument in 

reading, 

writing, 

speaking and 

listening. 

RoN- direct 

statements, 

ruptures, calls 

to attention in 

and readers 

response in 

born digital 

texts. 

 

RoN- direct 

statements, 

ruptures, calls 

to attention in 

and readers 

response in 

born digital 

texts. 

Synthesizing 

reading. 

Understanding 

and developing 

argument. 

 

Presenting 

argument 

about 

success 

drawing on 

all previous 

sources of 

information 

in the unit. 

Gathering of 

data and 

development 

of written 

and verbal 

argument. 

Google docs 

for reading  

 

Born digital 

text for 

reading  

 

Google doc 

responses 

 

Google 

slides for 

presentation 

15 Test of level 

of 

argumentation 

understanding 

and skills. 

 

Reading 

argument to 

write argument 

Placement 

test prompts 
Post- test Paper text, 

handwritten 

response 
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APPENDIX B (i) 

 

SAMPLE RULES OF NOTICE ANCHOR CHART FOR READING 

 

Rules of Notice 

1. Direct Statements of a principle or generalization 

Examples 

● Sentences that begin with “In summary” or “Putting it all together.” 

● Sentences with colons, especially when what follows begins with a capital 

letter as that typically introduces an answer or direct statement. 

 

2. Ruptures 

Examples  

● Surprising attention to detail that doesn’t seem important at first- 

something you don’t expect. 

● A change in style, like a short sentence amidst a lot of long ones. 

 

3. Calls to attention 

Examples 

● Direct questions and their answers 

● Provocation of the reader 

● Typesetting conventions like italics, bold text, bullets, sub-headings 

 

4. Reader’s response 

Examples 

● Strong or extreme words (like must, of course, certainly, significant) 

● Any writing that is designed to evoke emotional responses from the reader 

● Lists or repetition that creates a rhythmic effect 

 

(Smith & Wilhelm, 2017, p.23) 
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APPENDIX B (ii) 

 

SAMPLE RULES OF NOTICE ANCHOR CHART FOR  

READING BORN DIGITAL TEXTS 

 

Rules of Notice (additions in italics) 

1. Direct Statements of a principle or generalization 

Examples-  

● Sentences that begin with “In summary” or “Putting it all together.” 

● Sentences with colons, especially when what follows begins with a 

capital letter as that typically introduces an answer or direct statement. 

● Images, videos or links that make a claim or provide evidence 

● Direct verbal address  

 

2. Ruptures 

Examples-  

● Surprising attention to detail that doesn’t seem important at first- 

something you don’t expect. 

● A change in style, like a short sentence amidst a lot of long ones. 

● Links to opposing evidence 

● Links to related articles 

● Targeted advertising 

● Paywall homepages  

● Dead ends in interactive stories 

● Sudden geographical shifts  

 

3. Calls to attention 

Examples- 

● Direct questions and their answers 

● Provocation of the reader 

● Typesetting conventions like italics, bold text, bullets, sub-headings 

● Links to other pages 

● Embedded video, particularly autoplay 

● Tables, numbers and scientific data 

● Menu bars, particularly with trending content 

● Sidebars with time sensitive or thematically linked content from third 

parties 

 

4. Reader’s response 

Examples- 

● Strong or extreme words (like must, of course, certainly, significant) 
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● Any writing that is designed to evoke emotional responses from the 

reader 

● Lists or repetition that creates a rhythmic effect 

● Use of format to draw attention to page elements relevant to text 

● Inclusion of comments from other readers 

● Soundscape or sound effects 

 

(Derived from Smith & Wilhelm, 2017, p.23 and Turner & Hicks, 2017, pp.27-31) 
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APPENDIX C 

 

 FIVE PART ASSESSMENT SCALE FOR READING  

 

Measures for ongoing assessment of reading in written artifacts and stimulated recall 

interviews and assessment of ranking of sources. 

 

Measure 1 

 

Demonstrates attention to the construction of text. 

 

 
1              2                 3                 4               5 

 

Level 1: Elements of text design noted 

Level 2: Identification of significant text elements 

Level 3: Suggests recognition that choices made 

Level 4: Some interpretation of choices in construction 

Level 5: Evaluation of choices in construction 

 

Measure 2 

 

Demonstrates attention to the construction of reader. 

 

 
1              2                 3                 4               5 

         

Level 1: Evidence reading has prompted consideration of topic 

Level 2: Responds to reading personally 

Level 3: Acknowledges/ considers reader as active participant 

Level 4: Considers how a reader may interpret information and create the text 

Level 5: Considers alternative constructions and different interpretations 

 

Measure 3 

 

Demonstrates attention to contexts that the text is part of. 

 

 
1              2                 3                 4               5 

         

Level 1: Suggests that there are mutually understood contexts to texts 

Level 2: Refers to mutually understood contexts or personal contexts 

Level 3: Refers to contexts of text production and/or consumption 

Level 4: Acknowledges importance of contexts to construction and/ or interpretation 

Level 5: Discusses relationships of text and contexts 
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Measure 4 

 

Demonstrates attention to the intentions of authors/ designers. 

 

 
1              2                 3                 4               5 

 

Level 1: Repetition/ description of text 

Level 2: Some parts of author's argument identified and intentions assumed 

Level 3: Some intentions of author/ designer identified 

Level 4: That aims of text have guided decisions of author/ designer considered 

Level 5: Approach of author/designer interrogated and alternative approaches considered 

       

 

Measure 5 

 

Demonstrates response to a rule of notice. 

 

 
1              2                 3                 4               5 

         

Level 1: Tangential reference to RoN; no explicit reference to RoN as way to read 

Level 2: Notes noticeable thing without direct RoN link 

Level 3: Notes RoN and categorizes 

Level 4: Notes RoN and their own response 

Level 5: Considers writer intent, reader response and how RoN can be used to identify        

                writer intentions and considers reader responses.  
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APPENDIX D 

 

CURRICULUM FOR TRAINING 

 

Curriculum for the Rules of Notice 

Day 1, Morning, The Rules of Notice in Conventional, Linear Texts 

 

Mini topic Texts Activities 

Revisiting the top down-

bottom up model of 

reading comprehension 

Reading a short newspaper 

article vs reading a menu 

Think aloud of reading 

process using top down-

bottom up strategies 

Noticing the conversation  Bransford and Johnson’s 

(1972) kite illustration 

Annotation of key details 

 

Discussion of genre, text 

structure and schema 

Finding the rules of notice Intelligence: A brief 

history (excerpt) 

Complete think aloud on 

text as a group.  

 

Begin anchor chart. 

Applying the rules of 

notice 

The life and songs of 

Woody Guthrie (excerpt) 

Analyze text and add to 

anchor chart 

 

Notes: Adapted from Smith and Wilhelm (2017) 

 

Day 1, Afternoon, What Makes the Born Digital Different 

 

Mini 

topic 

Conventional, 

Linear text 

Born digital 

text 

Key 

understandings 

Text Activities 

The 

reader 

Reader 

negotiates 

meaning with 

the text within 

socially 

mediated 

understandings; 

schemata finds 

home for 

information. 

Social 

interactions 

now include 

diversity of 

device and 

platform; 

power 

foregrounded 

by 

scholarship; 

meanings 

produced in 

deep but 

narrow 

social 

groups. 

If school 

reading does 

not include 

born digital 

reading it 

excludes much 

out of school 

literacy and 

does not 

engage with 

the ways 

readers have to 

read and learn 

using born 

digital texts. 

Argument 

in the Real 

World 

(pp.2-7) 

Brainstorm 

ideas of 

how our 

current 

curriculum 

expects 

students to 

read, and 

how our 

students 

read online.  
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Day 1, Afternoon, What Makes the Born Digital Different (continued) 

 

Mini 

topic 

Conventional, 

Linear text 

Born digital 

text 

Key 

understandings 

Text Activities 

The 

text 

Readers 

categorize a 

text by what 

they have to 

do with it. 

Texts may 

not be 

experienced 

as an 

individual 

entity.  

 

Writing is 

often only 

one part of 

the design of 

the text.  

Students have 

to be prepared 

for 

conventional, 

academic and 

multimodal 

text 

comprehension 

Community 

College of 

Philadelphia 

brochure/ 

website. 

Comparison 

of digitized 

and born 

digital texts 

and the 

reading 

demands and 

opportunities 

present. 

The 

author 
Writers write 

into contexts; 

writing for the 

readers they 

expect and 

using 

conventions to 

form 

connections 

with readers. 

Readers are 

supposed to 

notice some 

things while 

we read and 

use these 

things to 

orientate 

ourselves. 

Multi-modal 

texts don’t 

have the 

same reading 

path. 

Relationship 

between 

author/ 

designer and 

reader/visitor 

is changed; 

however, the 

means to 

produce and 

disseminate 

still means 

power is 

held by 

producers of 

media. 

Interpretative 

moves can still 

be guided by 

considerations 

of what an 

author has 

sought to do. 

Reading texts 

as designed 

and including 

authorship in 

design allows 

readers to 

consider the 

relationship 

between page 

elements. 

Community 

College of 

Philadelphia 

brochure/ 

website. 

Comparison 

of digitized 

and born 

digital texts 

and the ways 

students are 

required to 

consider 

authorial 

moves. 
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Day 1, Afternoon, What Makes the Born Digital Different (continued) 

 

Mini 

topic 

Conventional, 

Linear text 

Born digital 

text 

Key 

understandings 

Text Activities 

The 

context 

When we 

read, we learn 

how to be. 

School 

reading at 

times 

acknowledges 

different ways 

of being and 

different 

identities, but 

it also shapes 

the boundaries 

of identity. 

Young 

people’s 

identities as 

users of 

born digital 

media, and 

as 

represented 

within 

digital 

media, are 

limited. 

Students 

should be 

aware of the 

contexts their 

identities are 

bounded by 

and enabled to 

challenge 

limitations. 

Infographic 

on Gen Z. 

 

Images of 

millennials 

and Gen Z 

Discussion of 

representations 

of young 

people, 

cultural 

conversations.  

 

Reality vs 

myth. 
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Day 2, Morning, The Rules of Notice for Born Digital Texts 

 

We will consider the electronic story Inanimate Alice (2008). The theme of the story -- 

a young person’s development through relationships, challenges, and self-awareness -- 

fits with the intervention unit’s investigation of success.  

Sequence Aim Activities 

View and read part one of 

the story in both teacher 

and student version. 

Consider what student and 

teacher experience offer, 

and what might classroom 

approach be. 

Begin to develop strategy 

for teaching with _____? 

 Examine rules of notice 

and consider how born 

digital text makes different 

demands. 

Discuss how the reading of 

the born digital text 

challenges us to consider 

the rules of notice.  

 

Develop the rules of notice 

table to include born 

digital elements. 

Planning Consider challenges to 

practice posed by born 

digital text. 

Consider? how to use SDS 

with born digital text and 

how to think of born 

digital argument.  Consider how born digital 

text can be used to ____ do 

what? 
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APPENDIX E (i)  

 

ORIGINAL CURRICULUM LESSON 3 AND 4 

 

Success in the Healthcare Industry 

 

This activity will give you an opportunity to consider your potential to find success in the 

healthcare industry. The following data set includes information for nine of the fastest 

growing careers in healthcare. Each position includes the following elements: (1) a brief 

description of its duties, (2) educational and licensure requirements, (3) the outlook for 

the future of the job in terms of both job availability as well as opportunities for 

advancement, (4) the general stress level of the job with respect to the complexity of its 

duties as well as the level of patient demand, and (5) the overall flexibility of the job with 

respect being able to choose your own hours, perform a variety of duties, and get 

involved in other aspects of the profession.  

  

Additionally, your data set also includes testimony from people in each profession. 

 

Short Tasks 

  

1. Evaluate each career carefully. Measure it against the criteria we’ve established for 

determining success: (1) Career, (2) Family, (3) Overcoming Obstacles, (4) 

Contentedness, (5) Benefitting Others, and (6) Balance.  

2. You will have to think about the importance you give to each criterion. You may find 

that the data you have isn’t enough to fully consider some of the criteria.  

3. Assign each career a rating of 1 – 5 stars. List each career, your rating, and a brief 

sentence or two explaining why you gave it that rating.  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

My response to 1-3: 

 

 Longer Task 

 

Now that you have evaluated and rated each career, you are going to compose a brief 

argument in which you choose which career would be the best choice for you and which 

career would be the worst choice. Remember that to make an effective argument, you will 

have to first discuss the criteria itself: Which factors of success were most important to 

you? Which factors were least important?  

  

Then, you will have to draw upon the DATA to show how you applied the criteria to your 

evaluation. For example, if you are going to argue that the Physician career would 

involve a great deal of overcoming obstacles, you might refer to the rigid educational 

requirements to support that claim.  

  

Your argument should be at least three fully developed paragraphs.  
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Paragraph 1: Introduce your argument to the reader by discussing the criteria and the 

types of data you’ve drawn upon  

  

Paragraph 2: Argue for the career you think is the best choice for you.  

  

Paragraph 3: Argue for the career you think is the worst choice for you.  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

My three paragraph answer: 
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DATA SHEETS: Testimonies from Healthcare Professionals 

  

On being a Physician:  

 

Making a generic statement about the day-to-day responsibilities of a physician is 

impossible because there is a vast spectrum of specialties, work environments and 

patients. Some might find themselves sitting during most of the workday and inspecting 

X-ray images, while others might be on their feet completing a several-hour surgery. One 

doctor might face a low-stress day of advising people on how to maintain their good 

health, while another might treat terminally ill patients. Work environments also vary. A 

pediatrician in a private practice has a little more independence and control of his or her 

schedule than an obstetrician who is regularly on call to deliver babies. And a psychiatrist 

stationed in a hospital might face a different work schedule and environment than an 

anesthesiologist within the same hospital.  

Most physicians and surgeons work full-time schedules, and many will work long, 

irregular hours. Many work in small practices, but increasingly doctors are working in 

group practices, health care organizations or hospitals, where they can share patients and 

consult with one another. Some doctors may split their time between an office and a 

hospital. And when physicians are on-call, they could be called to consult with a patient 

over the phone or they could be called into the hospital for emergencies. “I don’t 

sugarcoat the fact that it’s a lot of work,” Wah says. “It takes a lot of long hours, 

dedication and hard work, but at the end of that one finds oneself in a very satisfying and 

rewarding career.”  

On being a Nurse Practitioner:  

 

Nurse practitioners work in private practices, hospitals, nursing homes, schools and 

clinics – they may even make house calls – so their routines and schedules are anything 

but typical. For this reason, the work-life balance can be pretty good. Worrell, for 

instance, works two jobs – in a spinal surgery unit at a hospital and in an urgent care 

center. So depending on the workplace, a nurse practitioner’s day can look very different. 

However, it will involve seeing patients, making judgment calls and doing lots of 

paperwork. Similar to other health care professions, nurse practitioners face physically, 

emotionally and intellectually taxing days. Much of the time is spent standing and 

treating patients with a spectrum of health issues, some minor and some fatal. The 

responsibility and pressure of doing the right thing all of the time can be stressful, 

Worrell says. And yet, she adds, “It’s really rewarding to see someone get better.” And 

it’s not even the big triumphs that keep her coming back to work day after day. “Maybe 

you didn’t do CPR, but you got their blood pressure under control or saved them from 

chronic pain,” Worrell says. And at the end of the day, that’s what motivates these 

professionals – the opportunity to help people.  
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On being a Registered Nurse:  

 

Nursing can be a physically, emotionally and mentally demanding job. RNs can expect to 

spend a good portion of the day on their feet, and depending on their patients, they can 

carry out the somewhat mundane task of administering ibuprofen to the pulse-quickening 

experience of monitoring a very sick patient. But, McCauley says, "There's even joy 

when outcomes are bad." She says nurses get the privilege of helping make a patient's 

worst day the best it can possibly be, given difficult circumstances.  

Most RNs are employed in hospitals, but opportunities for these professionals abound. 

They can work for the government at the local, state and federal levels, in city health 

departments or all the way up to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention or 

National Institutes of Health. They can also work with non-governmental agencies both 

in the U.S. and overseas, as well as in education and research.  

On being an Occupational Therapist: 

 

Most occupational therapists work full time, though about 25 percent of them worked part 

time in 2012. The hours can be erratic, as occupational therapists often need to 

accommodate their patients’ schedules. The work can be physically tiring, as 

occupational therapists are on their feet for a significant portion of the day and, at times, 

may have to lift clients and equipment. It can be emotionally exerting as well, since 

patients might become discouraged about their progress. However, Rafeedie writes that 

occupational therapy is a very satisfying and rewarding career. Occupational therapists 

enter a patients’ lives at some of their most challenging moments – a catastrophic change 

or illness – and they get to fashion a positive future and provide hope. And that, as the ad 

campaign goes, is priceless.  

  

On being a Physician’s Assistant:  

 

Days and nights, weekdays and weekends, and even holidays – physician assistants work 

almost every schedule imaginable. Some keep normal 9-to-5 hours, while others might 

work three or four 10- or 12-hour shifts at all times throughout the week. This varies 

depending on the specialty and medical office or clinic. Physician assistants spend long 

hours on their feet and frequently see dozens of patients daily, placing a premium on 

physical endurance and fitness. With the heavy workload and emotional demands of the 

job, stress is another factor to consider. Johnson says stress can be held in check if you 

place yourself in the right position, like working for a specialist, and it also eases with 

time as you learn the intricacies of the job and hone your skills. “Experiencing medicine 

is the best teacher. That’s why they call it the practice of medicine,” she says. “You have 

to do it to be good. You have to feel it.”  

  

On being a Dental Hygienist:   

 

Most dental hygienists work in private practices with dentists. They’ll typically see one to 

two patients an hour, and they spend a lot of their day chatting with patients. Some of the 

conversation will probably include tips on brushing and flossing and which products they 
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recommend. At the end of the day, these professionals might have sore hands, wrists and 

shoulders since much of their time is spent crouching over patients’ heads. To prevent 

injury or undue strain, dental hygienists should stay in good physical shape. Along with 

technical skills, these professionals must also have excellent communication skills, good 

critical-thinking skills and a calm and compassionate demeanor.  

The work-life balance in this profession is good. According to the BLS, more than half of 

all hygienists working in 2012 had part-time schedules. And it’s an exciting time to work 

in the profession. According to Swanson Jaecks, in 37 states around the country, there 

are opportunities for hygienists to work outside of a dentist’s office. They’re joining the 

workforce in hospitals, county health clinics and physicians’ offices, which gives these 

professionals diverse work environments to pick and choose from.  

On being a Pharmacist:  

Pharmacists generally work 40-hour weeks, but their work can bleed into nights, 

weekends and holidays as well. Free says that the job involves lots of multi-tasking. Not 

only is she on her feet filling prescriptions, but Free says she also tries to connect with 

her patients, many of whom have HIV, cancer or are recent transplant recipients. She 

wants to help them grasp why they're taking certain medicines and hopefully empower 

them to follow through with taking them diligently. Free also says that pharmacists will 

also be juggling corporate concerns, staff development and paperwork. "But I'm driven 

for patient care," Free says. "That's why I became a pharmacist." 

On being a Medical Equipment Technician: 

Repairing vital medical equipment is sometimes urgent, and the time crunch to fix it can 

be stressful, especially if the problem is not immediately apparent. “There’s always going 

to be something that comes up that needs to be taken care of right now to support patient 

care,” Waninger says. Long distance travel may be required to complete a repair, which 

adds to the time it takes to correct the problem. Most technicians work full time during 

the day, but some have variable schedules and could be called in during the evening or 

weekend to make a fix.  
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EQ 2.2 What does it mean to be successful? 

 

Exploring Careers in Healthcare  

 
Job Title  Description  Education  Salary 

(Avg.)  

Outlook  Stress  Flex

ibili

ty  

Physician  A “doctor” in 

the traditional 

sense of the 

word who  

specializes in 

a field of 
medicine such 

as neurology, 

pediatrics, or 

oncology  

Bachelor’s 

degree in 

biology or pre-

med.  

High GPA 

needed. High 
Scores on 

MCAT exam. 5-

7 years of post-

college 

education.  

$180,00

0  
Growing field 

with many 

opportunities 

for 

advancement. 

Some 
physicians go 

into research 

instead of 

seeing patients  

Very 

high  

Ave

rage  

Nurse  

Practition

er  

NP’s are very 

similar to 

physicians in 

that they can 

diagnose 

illnesses, 

prescribe 

medicines, 

and 

sometimes 

serve as 

primary 

caregivers.  

Must first meet 

all 

requirements as 

a registered 

nurse. Then, 

must complete 

3-5 years of 

additional 

schooling and 

pass additional 

licensure 

exams.  

$90,00

0  

Growing field 

that is 

becoming 

increasingly 

more regulated. 

Therefore, the 

educational 

requirements 

may become 

more rigorous. 

Not much 

room to 

advance 

further.  

High  Bel

ow 

Ave

rage  

Registere

d Nurse  

RN’s are the 

frontline 

healthcare 

workers who 

monitor 

patients, 

administer 

medicines, 

chart 

progress, and 

attend to 

many 

different day 

to day needs.  

Bachelor’s 

degree in 

nursing and pass 

national 

licensure exam  

$60,00

0  

Highly 

growing field 

that is 

becoming 

more diverse 

as some RN’s 

become 

involved in 

clinical 

research. 

Advancement 

requires 

further 

education and 

licensure.  

High  Ave

rage  
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Exploring Careers in Healthcare (continued) 

 
Job Title  Description  Education  Salary 

(Avg.)  

Outlook  Stress  Flexi

bility  

Occupatio

nal  

Therapist  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Help people 

with 

handicaps and 

disabilities 

adapt to the 

needs of day 

to day life  

Bachelor’s 

degree,  

Master’s 

Degree, 

Licensure 

Exam, and a 

certain number 

of hours of 

field 

experience  

$75,00

0  

Highly 

growing field 

that is slightly 

diversifying as 

it becomes 

more 

“scientific.” 

Some 

opportunity for 

advancement.  

Avg.  Aver

age  

Physician’

s 

Assistant  

Works under 

the 

supervision 

of a 

physician to 

interpret X-

rays and 

blood tests, 

record patient 

progress, 

conduct 

routine 

physical 

exams and 

treat a range 

of ailments  

Bachelor’s and  

Master’s degree 

plus  

Supervised 

Clinical 

Training of 

100+ hours 

and National 

Licensure  

Exam  

$90,00

0  

Considered to 

be one of the 

fastest 

growing -also 

boasting one 

of the lowest 

unemployme

nt rates. Not 

much room 

for 

advancement, 

though, and 

PA’s are 

always in the 

“shadow” of 

regular 

physicians.  

High  Aver

age  

Dental  

Hygienist  

Works 

alongside 

dentists to 

clean teeth 

and provide 

other forms 

of 

preventative 

care  

Minimum 

requirements 

include an 

Associate’s 

Degree and 

completion of an 

accredited 

training program 

(approx.. 330 

exist). State 

certification is 

also required.  

$70,00

0  

Growing 

field but few 

opportunities 

for 

advancement. 

Dental 

Hygienists 

who want to 

become 

regular 

dentists still 

have to 

complete all 

of the normal 

requirements.  

Low  High  
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Exploring Careers in Healthcare (continued) 

 
Job Title  Description  Education  Salary 

(Avg.)  

Outlook  Stress  Flexib

ility  

Pharmacis

t  

Handles all 

aspects of 

filling 

prescriptions, 

monitoring 

drugs for 

possible 

reactions, and 

advising 

patients on 

how to take 

medications.  

Bachelor’s 

degree plus 4-

years in a Doctor 

of Pharmacy 

Program. May 

also involve 

residencies. 

State and 

National 

Licensure 

Exams.  

$120,0

00  
Growing field 

with great 

opportunities 

for 

advancement 

in both the 

clinical as well 

as the business 

aspects of the 

field. 

Advancement 

usually 

requires 

further training 

and licensure.  

Very  

High  

Very 

Low  

Medical  

Equipmen

t  

Technicia

n  

Repairs and 

maintains all 

types of 

complex 

medical 

machinery, 

from MRI 

machines to 

X- 

Ray 

equipment  

Associate’s 

Degree is the 

minimum to 

get started. 

Most positions 

require 

continuing 

education to 

keep up with 

new 

technologies  

$50,00

0  

Growing field 

that is expected 

to nearly triple 

in size over the 

next 20 years. 

Opportunities 

for 

advancement 

are usually 

pretty good, 

although it can 

vary depending 

on the 

employer.  

High  Low  
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APPENDIX E (ii)  

 

REVISED CURRICULUM LESSON 3 AND 4 

 

Lesson 2  

Teaching Objectives 

1. Students gain practice in identifying how calls to attention and reader’s response 

feature in born digital texts. 

2. Students practice looking at how born digital texts are constructed to share 

messages. 

3. Students begin to create a repository of rules of notice for born digital texts 

Preparation 

1.  Review the Community College of Philadelphia (CCP) website landing page and 

make notes on the ways the RoN, especially the calls to attention and reader’s 

response, help you to read the page. 

2. Review details of career options on sites. 

3. For Class Period 3, have  the CCP site, the “WHAT WE NOTICE (OR WHAT 

HITS US)/ WHAT WE FEEL” table, and the “When we read born digital texts 

we should notice”’ document in different tabs and ready to project. 

4. Class Period 4:  

5. Chromebooks for students and assignment ‘Lesson 2, Period 3’ shared. 

 

Class Period 3 (90 minutes)  

 

Lesson starter (15 min):  

Skillbuilder task (This is a task designed to revisit the tools and concepts we teach in the 

course. It is also a way of getting students engaged in something while the lesson begins 

as students typically arrive slowly.) 

 

Introduction (5 min):  

1.  Link to previous lesson by asking students to revisit the anchor chart created last 

lesson. The chart details the main factors of success. 

2. Remind students that thinking about success is our way of both working on the 

reading and writing they need to do in college and considering college and career 

decisions. 

3. Explain that this lesson is part of a focus on different careers and some of the 

qualifications necessary for those roles. 

4. Consider the ways that different texts present information about different careers 

and think about how born digital texts communicate with us. 

Practice Reading an Online Text (45 min): 
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1.  Remind students that the RoN can help them think about the ways texts are 

constructed to develop an argument. State that we can use the RoN with texts 

online but have to find out what different techniques used in text construction. 

2. Ask students what they think a ‘landing page’ is for a website. Known as a ‘lead 

capture page’ or a ‘destination page’ in the industry, define it for students as the 

first page they land on when they arrive on a website, and it is designed to draw 

them in. Ask the students to think about the connotations of the term(s). 

3. We will be looking at the CCP landing page. Project the page,and have students 

look it up on their Chromebook or phone. Give students scrap paper, lined down 

the middle with two columns: WHAT WE NOTICE (OR WHAT HITS US)/ 

WHAT WE FEEL.  

4. Give students five minutes in pairs to write as much as possible about the landing 

page? in the columns. 

5. Draw the class back together. Ask students for responses and write up on the 

board or use a Google Doc. Use four columns. Write up what students noticed or 

felt, but also challenge them to explain why they noticed what they did, and why 

they felt what they did. 

• (Calls to attention) What do you notice? Students may note video, image, 

text, layout, font, typeface etc. The priority for them is not to separate 

them into different text elements, but to understand that everything should 

be read in the text.  

• (Reader’s response) What is this text making you feel? Think about the 

purpose of the text and the target audience when eliciting answers from 

students. Students may talk about the ‘real life’ people chosen (clothing, 

facial expression, age, race). Ask what written language evokes. 

WHAT WE 

NOTICE (OR 

WHAT HITS 

US?) 

Why? WHAT WE 

FEEL 

Why? 

    

    

 

Beginning the RoN/D (15 min)  

6. Explain that we are going to start working on rules or principles for reading texts 

that are born digital as well as on paper, so we want to make a list of all the things 

we need to think about. Direct students to the shared Google Doc, titled as “When 

we read born digital texts we should notice.” Project the shared document and ask 

that all groups take something they’ve learned from thinking about how calls to 

attention work, to write up some rules/ guidelines that we can use going forward- 

for rules think about how they create warrants. Headings on the Doc are currently 

“Calls to Attention” and “Readers Response,” but encourage students to change 

these eg for calls to attention: Grabs! Or, Look at ME! Or, for reader’s response 

https://ccp.edu/
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When we read born digital texts we should notice: 

Direct statements Ruptures 

  

Calls to Attention Reader’s Response 

  

 

Plenary (5 min) 

Ask students to pull out their phones and Google Lyft or Jimmy Jazz or MTV or Khan 

Academy. What Calls to Attention or Reader’s Response do they notice? 

 

Class Period 4 (90minutes) 

 

Lesson starter (15 min):  

Skillbuilder task (this is a task designed to revisit the tools and concepts we teach in the 

course. It is also a way of getting students engaged in something while the lesson begins 

as students typically arrive slowly. 

 

Introduction (5 min):  

1.  Link to essential question by reviewing the anchor chart created about success 

with students. The chart details the main factors of success. 

2. Remind students that thinking about success is a way of both working on the 

reading and writing they need to do in college and considering college and careers 

decisions. 

3. Link to previous class by asking students to present the work begun on the rules 

of notice. Get two volunteers to present the work as if presenting to a student who 

was absent. 

4. Link to previous class by asking students to present the work on reading about . 

Get two volunteers to present the work as if presenting to a student who was 

absent. 
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Careers in Healthcare (25 min): 

Part One: Reading and Reporting on the RoN 

 

Students should access the Google Classroom and open the shared document “Careers in 

Healthcare.”  

1. Instruct students that they are to work in pairs to note the calls to attention and 

reader’s response (use the names the students came up with) in the allocated text. 

There are nine tables in the document, one for each career. The career they work 

on now does not need to be something that they plan on pursuing. 

Emergency Medical Technician 

 

Calls to Attention Reader’s Response 

  

 

2.  When note taking is complete. Students should share verbally with the class 

(project notes if possible) on their Rules of Notice work. 

3. Now add to the reading table. Open the document and have groups again add a 

rule that they develop from their reading about calls to attention and reader’s 

response.  

Part Two: Evaluating Careers (35 min): 

1. Leave RoN chart projected or make poster visible.  

2. Explain that students need to go to the resource file and choose three to five of the 

careers listed.  

3. Instruct students to read each of the career descriptions and measure it against the 

criteria for success we established (criteria in the table are for example). 

 

 Career 1 Career 2 3 4 5 

Career 

advancement 

/5     

Family /5     

Overcoming 

Obstacles 

/5     

Contentedness /5     

Benefitting Others /5     

Balance /5     

Total: /30     

4. Students are to write a short two paragraph written response. 
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Instructions: “In your first paragraph explain what career best achieves your goals 

and why. Then explain what your second choice was and why. End your 

paragraph by explaining why you rejected one of the careers you didn’t even read 

about. In your second paragraph explain what role one of the texts you read had in 

making your decision.” 

 

Instruct students that they may use the following paragraph frame: 

 

The career I chose as number one was [write down your claim for what career 

suits you best]. The criteria that really helped me to make this decision were 

[explain your data]. I might have chosen [write down your second choice claim] 

but when I think about [write out the criteria that you hold most important] I 

decided that [first choice] was better than [second choice] because [provide data 

to support your claim]. Others might argue that [outline an argument that opposes 

your use of criteria] but [your criteria] is always [give your answer to ‘so what?’ 

to point out a rule about success]. 

 

The information about [career] helped me make my decision. My attention was 

caught by [explain the things in the text that connected/ did not connect with you]. 

I responded emotionally by [explain how your emotions were involved in 

reading].  

 

Plenary (10 min): 

 

Project this site. Ask students to identify how the rules of notice help them to read the 

argument. 

 

Resources 

Student resources (born digital texts that provide data on the careers): 

Paramedic  

Nurse 

Medical doctor  

Dental hygienist  

Dentist  

Occupational therapist 

Phlebotomist 

Medical Equipment Technician 

Pharmacist 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.easywork-greatpay.com/
https://explorehealthcareers.org/career/allied-health-professions/emergency-medical-technician-paramedic/
https://www.nursing.org/careers/
https://www.prospectivedoctor.com/reasons-to-be-a-doctor/
https://www.oxfordedu.ca/blog/5-reasons-why-a-career-as-a-dental-hygienist-will-have-you-smiling
https://www.ada.org/en/education-careers/careers-in-dentistry/be-a-dentist
https://www.aota.org/Education-Careers/Considering-OT-Career.aspx
https://www.aimseducation.edu/blog/20-reasons-become-phlebotomy-tech/
https://study.com/articles/How_to_Become_a_Medical_Equipment_Repair_Technician.html
https://www.howtobecome.com/how-to-become-a-pharmacist

